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The Secretary

Senate Community Affairs References Committee

Suite S1 59

Parliament House

CANBERRA   ACT   2600

INQUIRY INTO POVERTY IN AUSTRALIA

Dear Secretary

I am forwarding to you a submission on behalf of the National Council of the St Vincent de Paul Society.  As requested we have also emailed you this letter with the submission as an attachment.  The submission has been produced using Microsoft 98 Word 6.0.

In sending this submission I want to emphasise that this submission, including its conclusions and recommendations, have the unanimous support of our National Council.

We have no wish to keep this submission confidential.  We have not published the document, but we must point out to you that this Society is also a democratic one.  We have therefore made it widely available within the Society because we needed input from Vincentians around Australia.  We also need to keep them informed of all our activities.

The Chairman of our National Steering Committee on Social Justice is Mr Terry McCarthy.  Mr McCarthy also chaired the drafting committee for this report.  While I am available to speak with you at any time, I suggest if you require further assistance with the submission, including arranging witnesses from the Society to appear before any of the Committees, that arrangements be made though him.  He can be contacted at home on 6281 1673 or by mobile on 0410 590 506.  His email address is tbmamcc@netspeed.com.au.

You can be assured of our full co-operation.

Yours faithfully

John Moore AM
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1 

The 

Poverty 

Inquiry 

The St Vincent de Paul Society (Vinnies) welcomes the establishment of the Inquiry into Poverty in Australia.  It is long overdue.  The existence of deep poverty and worsening inequality of opportunity in Australia is well known. This is most clearly evident by the existing and growing gap between the rich and the poor.
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Source: ABS 2001 Census: Weekly individual income by persons; weekly individual income by household (family and non-family)


* estimated number of individuals based on average person per household multiplier of 2.4.

Regrettably, consideration of solutions to the rich/poor gap has for too long been distracted by arguments about where to draw the line in the sand, the absence of political will to even address the known problem, and stop gap measures such as Welfare Reform.  These distractions, combined with the dehumanisation of the poor and disadvantaged, have allowed decision makers to avoid addressing national strategic planning to begin to solve the problems of poverty.

The main obstacle, it must be said, has been the constant blame-shifting between State and Federal politicians. They have failed to adequately address the problems. Instead they have politicized the problems, continually blaming each other, thus avoiding taking statesperson-like approaches to what is arguably one of the biggest problems facing Australia.

Other OECD countries have long ago developed national strategies for this purpose, and others such as the United Kingdom and Ireland have done so more recently. They have done so in the national interest.  The UK discussion paper on poverty (Department for Work and Pensions 2002:3) states:

“Tackling poverty is not only about improving the lives of individuals, it is an economic necessity.  Everyone pays the bill of poverty and everyone benefits when communities have more jobs, less crime, better health and higher expectations for their children . . . .”

This statement goes on to say:

“To meet our objectives we are building on measures to raise the incomes of families – for example by tax credits.  But poverty is far more than income.  That is why our strategy is about delivering excellent public services in every neighbourhood: high quality healthcare, a world class education system and the opportunity of decent housing for all.  And it is about raising employment – as a job remains the best route out of poverty”. 

Vinnies, in Two Australias : Addressing Inequality and Poverty (McCarthy and Wicks 2000)  outlined the fact that the 20 years of economic growth and the boom of the last 10 years had produced a sustained period of divergence between the rich and the poor. It is now imperative that we, as a nation, produce the policies and political will to establish a period of convergence to correct the slide into a dual Australia.
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FIGURE 1.1
VARIATION FROM AVERAGE WEEKLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME HIGHEST AND LOWEST 20% OF INCOMES

* 



Real Incomes expressed in constant 1998/99 dollars


Based on ABS HES Data 1984 – 1998/99

Nothing we have seen either in policy formulation, economic data or from the experience of the 800,000 people we see in their homes each year dissuades us from this view. In fact, it is substantiated by economic data. 

Table 1.1 below shows that over the last thirty years the bottom 50% of Australians have lost income share while the top 50% of Australians have increased their share of income over the same period. It should be noted that the increase in share is more evident at the top end of the scale.

TABLE 1.1
CHANGES IN GROSS INCOME DISTRIBUTION AMONG FAMILIES - 1968– 1969 to 1999–2000

	
	1968–1969
	1999–2000
	Change

1968–1969 to 1999–2000

	
	Income Share
	Income Share
	Income Share

	Income deciles

	%
	%
	percentage points

	First
	2.2
	1.8
	–0.4

	Second
	4.6
	3.3
	–1.3

	Third
	6.0
	4.6
	–1.4

	Fourth
	6.9
	6.2
	–0.7

	Fifth
	8.5
	7.7
	–0.8

	Sixth
	9.3
	9.4
	0.1

	Seventh
	10.6
	11.2
	0.6

	Eighth
	12.2
	13.4
	1.2

	Ninth
	14.9
	16.3
	1.4

	Tenth
	24.8
	26.3
	1.5


(a)
In 1999–2000 dollars. 1968–1969 incomes have been inflated using the household final consumption expenditure deflator. 

Source:
CBCS 1973; ABS Survey of Income and Housing Costs, 1999–2000, data available on request. 

If the Senate Inquiry does not face up to the task of not engaging in polemical discussions about poverty, but rather addressing solutions to the problems of poverty and inequality, then it will have failed. 

Poverty, in summary, has two elements:

(i)
Financial and/or economic disadvantage for an individual or household; and

(ii)
Inequality of opportunity where the expectations of the poor and disadvantaged are well below community norms and expectations.

While financial disadvantage is an important part of the problems for the poor and disadvantaged, equally important is the Inequality of Opportunity. It is this lack of opportunity which brings about poverty and/or prevents people from escaping the poverty cycle. It is the paucity of access to jobs, housing, health care, child care, education and transport which causes intergenerational poverty.

We will attempt in this submission to assist the Inquiry by not only outlining the size of the problem but also by suggesting indicative remedies.

Above all, the net result required of this Inquiry is at least an agreement to a summit, involving all levels of government and other major stakeholders, to develop a national strategy for addressing poverty and inequality in Australia:
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The 

St Vincent 

de Paul 

Society 

A
About the Society (Vinnies)


The St Vincent de Paul Society (Vinnies) is a lay organisation of Christian volunteers. It has over 39000 members extending across the nation through its 1,547 local parish conferences (branches). We receive no funding from the Catholic Church, and no operative directions from the Catholic hierarchy. The Society’s funds are provided by donations, by enterprises run by the Society, and through government funding.


The Society has been assisting people in need in Australia for more than 117 years. It is now one of the largest and most cost-effective welfare organisations in Australia.


The organisation is democratic. Major office bearers are elected to their position for a limited term. Like any democratic institution, our members comprise a broad spectrum of economic, political and philosophical backgrounds.

Vincentians are motivated by scriptural imperatives in both the Old and New Testaments. One of the most common themes throughout is the requirement for followers to pursue social justice. Vincentians work for the expansion of God’s Kingdom here on earth. That Kingdom is an all-inclusive one, with rich and poor, black and white, male and female and those of all faiths. Vinnies serves them all when they are in need:

… the poor have good news preached to them.

And blessed are they who take no offence at me.

Matthew 11: 5-6


The main work is assisting poor and disadvantaged families, at their request, by home visits. Vincentians (St Vincent de Paul Society members) see approximately 800,000 people each year who are experiencing some degree of short-term or long-term poverty in some 300,000 homes. 


But visiting homes is by no means the only thing which Vinnies does. It also operates many “special works”. This includes assistance to homeless persons, the aged, youth, families, children, indigenous people, migrants and refugees, people with disabilities, people with a mental illness, people with drug and alcohol problems, people with gambling problems and people who require personal counselling or budget counselling. 

In addition advocacy on behalf of the poor and disadvantaged is a key function of the Society. Our founder, Frederic Ozanam told us: 

“You must not be content with tiding the poor over the poverty crisis: you must study their condition and the injustices which brought about such poverty, with the aim of a long term improvement.”
B
What Vincentians See

In our work as Vincentians we see:

(
the loneliness of a man, wheelchair-bound for over 30 years, unable to move beyond his front gate, spending his entire day without human company;

(
the despair of a 20-something girl, curled up in a foetal position on a settee, alone, surrounded by mess, trying to shake off her drug dependency;

(
the resignation of a mother, stricken with diabetes, cancer and migraine, with medication costs so high that she cannot afford food for herself and her young daughter, and must rely on constant charity to survive;

(
the crowding of 4 adults and 5 children living in a small cottage, mostly sleeping on the floor for lack of space;

(
the anxiety of a mother, at her wit’s end trying to feed her two children, under the crushing financial burden of private rental. How long before she will fall behind on the rent, and be forced to move on yet again?

…and we see:

(
the bewilderment of 8 and 10 year old children sent off to school without breakfast - and without lunch;

(
children unable to join in with their friends in the extra curricular activities at school;

(
children frequently changing schools, disrupting the learning process, and falling behind in grades;

(
children without access to advanced learning aids;

(
children lethargic and unhealthy;  

…and we see:

(
families who rely totally on government medical services, often with long delays, for health care; 

(
entire families with major dental problems due to delays in treatment and distance from available services;

…and we see:

(
the operation of unreliable and unroadworthy cars, unable to afford maintenance, with inadequate public transport leaving no choice but the “bomb “;

(
isolation from social life, with little if any community contact;

(
pervasive anxiety over permanence of housing, frequent moves especially if in a private rental situation;

(
the constant pressure to meet bills, especially utilities bills, with fears of loss of service;

…and we see:

(
the mother who arrives at a refuge late in the evening, driving an old car packed with all her worldly possessions and three young children, with nowhere to stay, facing another desperate night in the car;

(
the isolation of those lucky enough to find space the size of a bathroom, but without heat or security;

(
the loneliness, the helplessness and the hopelessness in which they exist, rather than live;

(
their ever-present hunger as they stretch out a hand for food  - and for friendship;

(
their sense of their unease as they ask for a blanket before heading off to a park or an alley for the night;

We see Australian people in these situations, and we cannot be silent.

We make this submission so that their stories may be heard.

3 
The 

Nature of 

Poverty 

and 

Wealth 

There can be no rational discussion of poverty without consideration of wealth.  It is understandable that opinion makers (including politicians, public servants, corporate executives and the media) should concentrate on the creation of national wealth and on those that bring about that wealth.  But consideration of the consequences for the rest of Australia and the way that wealth is derived and distributed, is largely ignored.  This is equally understandable because such discussion would disturb “the comfort zones” of a large number of influential and well enfranchised individuals and households.  It would draw attention to what should be their fair contribution to the development of this country.
A
Poverty

There are numerous definitions of poverty. Almost without exception, each has two elements:

· Economic conditions of the individual or household (financial stress);

· Community expectations and norms (inequality of opportunity).

Adam Smith, the founding father of modern free market political economy, fully appreciated this when he wrote in 1776 (351):

“By necessaries, I understand not only the commodities which are indispensably necessary for the support of life but whatever the custom renders it indecent for creditable people, even of the lowest order, to be without. A linen shirt, for example, is strictly speaking not a necessity of life … But in the present time … a creditable day-labourer would be ashamed to appear in public without a linen shirt, the want of which would be supposed to denote that disgraceful state of poverty” 

A more recent definition based on the same themes is that of the Irish Anti-Poverty Strategy (2002:6):

“People are living in poverty if their income and resources (material, cultural and social) are so inadequate as to preclude them from having a standard of living that is regarded as acceptable by… society generally. As a result of inadequate income and resources people may be excluded and marginalised from participating in activities that are considered the norm for other people.”
1
Poverty is Not:

Clearly, from Adam Smith’s definition, there are a number of things which would not be encompassed in the definition of poverty in Australia:

· Poverty is not comparable with that in Third World countries. However, if the rich/poor gap is allowed to widen further, some Australians are in danger of experiencing, over time, Third World conditions. Formerly wealthy countries such as Argentina have already gone down this road. Social disintegration has been caused largely by the greed of the wealthy and powerful.

It is against this backdrop that our understanding of poverty is developed. As the ABS Year Book (1996) indicates:

“In … countries like Australia, poverty is conceived in relative rather than absolute terms.  This implies that poverty is defined not in terms of a lack of sufficient resources to meet basic needs but rather as lacking the resources required to be able to participate in the lifestyle and consumption patterns enjoyed by other Australians.  To be relatively poor is thus to be forced to live on the margins of society . . . . .”

· Poverty is not a line drawn in the sand. This is too simple an explanation for a much more complicated issue.  There are too many variable factors, such as family situations and intergenerational influences, for a poverty line to outline more than part of the picture. In addition, poverty lines rely too heavily on the discretions of the modeller. 

Regrettably, the polemical debate over poverty lines has distracted rational discussion on solutions to a known problem.

Poverty lines do, of course, have their uses particularly in headlining some of the trends and issues. The following graph (Figure 3.1), for example, not only shows the variation amongst various “poverty lines” but demonstrates that the trend for those in poverty is worsening.

FIGURE 3.1:
POVERTY RATES FOR A RANGE OF POVERTY LINES
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Harding, Lloyd and Greenwell (2001:35)

· Poverty is not voluntary. We know that some people choose to live at a material level close to that of poverty. This includes those who choose a lifestyle of communal living. This group occupies a very small proportion of those we see and those in poverty.

· Poverty is not the fault of the poor. There are some who suggest that poverty is caused by laziness, drug, alcohol or gambling dependence, or ineptitude. This ignores the facts which demonstrate quite clearly that for 3 million or so Australians poverty is brought about by infrastructural problems. 

· Poverty is not the same as it was even ten years ago. There are far more unemployed people in poverty now than there were some 20 years ago:

–
In 1973 the unemployed accounted for 3% of those in poverty whereas in 1996 they exceeded 25% of those in poverty (Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research). 

–
Following the de-institutionalisation of people with mental illnesses (without subsequent support and resourcing) our records indicate that approximately 30% of the people we assist suffer from some form of mental illness or disability such as depression, schizophrenia or intellectual disability. They are often the same people breached by Centrelink.  

–
There are others who are trying to provide for their families and help them escape the cycle of poverty. They do so with an increasing loss of self worth, a loss of self esteem and a sense of frustration, all enhanced by the public demonisation and demeaning of them. 
–
Other changes since the 1980s are outlined in subsequent parts of this submission.

2
What It Means To Be Poor 

People can be described as being in poverty on three levels: 

$
Exclusion from a fair share of economic wealth and activity, importantly through lack of access to work at reasonable wages, where the market does not provide a reasonable income to meet basic needs.

$
Exclusion from the norms of social activity and basic services and facilities including health, housing, justice, sport and recreation.

$
Exclusion from power including a fair share in decision making,    participation in the life of the community and civil rights, as summed up by Jean Vanier, founder of the L’Arche Community which shares a community life with people with disabilities: 

“Because no one wants to talk to them, help them, listen to them, they are not only disadvantaged, they are disenfranchised.  The more disadvantaged you are, the more disenfranchised you are”

As is to be expected, financial stress translates into family deprivation. We note in Table 3.1 below, for example: 
12% (838,000) of Australian households could only afford second hand clothing, 

16% (1,144,000) of Australian households could not pay telephone, gas or electricity bills on time,

27% (1,949,000) of Australian households could not afford a holiday away from home for even 1 week in the year.

TABLE 3.1
HOUSEHOLDS WHICH REPORTED FINANCIAL STRESS INDICATORS - 1998-99
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	Households reporting this indicator
	Proportion of all households
	No stress
	Moderate stress
	Higher stress

	Financial stress indicators
	'000
	%
	%
	%
	%

	


	Could not usually afford a holiday away from home for at least one week a year
	1,949
	27
	18
	45
	38

	Could not usually afford a night out once a fortnight
	1,386
	19
	11
	43
	46

	Unable to raise $2,000 in a week for something important
	1,357
	19
	11
	42
	47

	Could not pay electricity, gas or telephone bills on time
	1,144
	16
	6
	40
	54

	In the last 12 months spent more money than received
	1,050
	15
	29
	33
	38

	Could only afford 2nd hand clothes most of the time
	838
	12
	5
	32
	63

	Could not usually afford a special meal once a week
	830
	12
	6
	34
	60

	Sought financial help from friends or family
	704
	10
	8
	34
	58

	Could not afford leisure or hobby activities
	647
	9
	2
	30
	68

	Could not pay car rego or insurance on time
	465
	7
	3
	35
	62

	Could not afford friends or family over for a meal once a month
	374
	5
	2
	23
	75

	Pawned or sold something
	300
	4
	2
	21
	76

	Sought assistance from welfare/community orgs
	247
	3
	3
	11
	86

	Went without meals
	195
	3
	4
	11
	85

	Could not afford to heat home
	158
	2
	-
	14
	86

	



Source: 'Household income, living standards and financial stress' in Australian Economic Indicators, June 2001 (ABS Cat. no. 1350.0).

Figure 3.2 charts the relationship between income level and financial stress.  It reveals that 20% of the population live in constant financial stress. 

FIGURE 3.2
DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN FINANCIAL STRESS - 1998-99
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(a) Based on equivalised disposable income.
Source:  'Household income, living standards and financial stress' in Australian Economic Indicators, June 2001 (ABS Cat. no. 1350.0).
Approximately 3 million Australians are in poverty. It should also be noted that almost 6 million Australians 16 years of age and over receive less than $16,000 per annum (comparison of census income 1996 – 2001 census), the nature of the problem is all too apparent. Just ask yourself what your lifestyle would be if you were in this predicament.

Not only are the levels of income low but critical expenditures on a range of necessities of life have been rising at a rate faster than the level of inflation. For example, since 1989/1990 the following costs have increased:
TABLE 3.2
COST INCREASES

	Education

	An Increase of 173 % higher than the increase in the  CPI

	Health

	An Increase of 98 % higher than the increase in the CPI

	Hospital and medical

	An Increase of 137 % higher than the increase in  the CPI

	Dental

	An Increase of 113. 5 % higher than the increase in the CPI

	Urban Transport Fares

	An Increase of 134 % higher than the increase in  the CPI



Source:
CPI Standard Data Report Capital City Index Numbers by Expenditure Class, Dec, Mar, Jun, Sept quarters.

It should be noted that these services are all provided by Federal and State governments.

On the other hand the poor do not benefit from the effects of lower prices on those items which deflate the CPI. These include: new whitegoods, motor vehicles, jewellery, recreation, and postal and telecommunication services to name a few.

Overall the poor are caught in the jaws of low incomes and rising prices, which reinforce and prolong their predicament.  

3
Inequality of Opportunity 

Lack of financial resources is the immediate and most recognisable problem of the poor and disadvantaged. However its roots in the continuing intergenerational poverty is fostered by the lack of equal opportunity for essential services, in Adam Smiths words:  “ whatever custom renders it indecent for creditable people, even of the lowest order, to be without”.

Australia does have a safety net which has proven to reduce the levels of poverty in Australia. The social security system, however, does not cater to the wide variety of circumstances faced by Australia in an increasingly insecure labour market.

Also, the level of benefits is not high, especially for unemployed people and people with a disability. It is about $187 per week for an unemployed person, a level that does not enable the recipient to deal with emergencies such as a high gas or electricity bill, a death in the family or the breakdown of an appliance such as a fridge. Even more importantly the social policy settings are failing to address the central tenet of equal opportunity, in the following areas:

(i)
Employment

Lack of income through full time employment is the most important single cause of poverty. If every able-bodied adult had a full time job paying an adequate social wage or even a minimum full time wage – then poverty would be minimised.
Over most of the 20th century this was the underlying situation, emerging after the Harvester decision of 1907 which established the basis for a social wage ‑ and apart from catastrophic events such as the great depression, employment was maximised and the need for welfare kept to a minimum.
TABLE 3.3:
NATIONAL ECONOMICS ‘STATE OF REGIONS REPORT’ AUSTRALIAN UNEMPLOYMENT

	
	UNEMPLOYMENT
	1991
	1996
	1998
	2000

	
	Official Rates
	9.4
	8.4
	7.9
	6.6

	
	Rates on a Corrected Basis
	7.5
	10.1
	10.0
	9.4



source: National Economics 2000

There was, however, a consensus that, where the labour market could not provide an adequate income, the Commonwealth had an obligation to provide this without treating the individual in a punitive manner (cf. Kinnear 2000).

In the past ten years or so however we have seen:

$
major developments that have radically changed the labour market:

–
accelerated global competition and the demise of major manufacturing industries in Australia without substantial replacement by emerging industries;

–
privatisation of public assets (banks, airports, transport, industry, airlines and railways, government facilities and services) – all of which have seen massive full time job losses; 
–
rationalisation of both public and private sectors which has resulted in large-scale outsourcing, especially by governments and a substantial decline in full time jobs;

–
deregulation of the labour market such that a person is now considered to be employed if they have one hour of work in the reference week.  The social wage concept has all but died. 
We have already witnessed a significant casualization of the workforce with a huge increase in low paid jobs and increasing numbers of workers excluded from sick leave, recreation leave and adequate superannuation.  As pointed out in Borland, Gregory and Sheehan (2001:10), in the 1990s full time jobs growth was only about 5.5% but part time work grew by over 60%.  In addition the ACTU estimates that about 30% of the workforce is now casual.

Of course, some have gained from casual or part time work, especially some women with children, and there has been a substantial increase in participation by women in the workforce.  However, as Borland, Gregory and Sheehan (2001:17-20) point out, the move to casual work has been far greater than what might be sought by employees.  In fact a more recent ABS Survey confirms that about 1.2 million workers are underemployed and both need and want more hours of work.

FIGURE 3.3
UNEMPLOYED PEOPLE AND PART-TIME WORKERS WHO PREFER TO WORK MORE HOURS
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(a) Seasonally adjusted

Source: Labour Force, Australia, 1978-2000 (ABS Cat. 6203.0, 6204.0).


The number of working poor is accelerating. Borland, Gregory and Sheehan (2001:2) show clearly that these changes in the labour market have resulted in an upsurge in welfare. They emphasise for example that in 1970 some 3% of income units with a head at working age depended on Social Security, by 1997-98 this had risen to 20%:

“…a job remains the best route out of poverty. “ 

(Department for Work and Pensions 2002:3)

There is an obvious case for governments in all jurisdictions, Federal, State and Local, to intervene in the labour market and encourage the creation of high value jobs for the Australian workforce. 

(ii)
Education


Pre-school

Beginning with pre-school education, it is clear from the following table (3.4) that Australia invests far too little in the educational process.

TABLE 3.4 
PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS AGED 4 YRS AND UNDER (1999) AND SPENDING ON PRE-PRIMARY EDUCATION (1998), SELECTED OECD COUNTRIES

	
	Students aged 4 years

and under as a

proportion of population aged 3-4 years (1999)
	Spending on pre-primary

education on all sources

as a proportion of

GDP (1998)

	
	%
	%

	France

Belgium

Italy

Spain

New Zealand

Denmark

UK

Japan

Norway

Sweden

Germany

Netherlands

USA

Finland

AUSTRALIA

Ireland

Canada

Switzerland

Korea

OECD country Average
	118.2

118.2

98.0

97.0

85.4

78.9

77.4

76.3

73.6

66.9

65.8

49.7

47.2

36.3

33.8

27.8

19.7

19.3

16.2

60.0
	0.7

0.5

0.4

0.4

--

1.1

--

0.2

0.6

0.6

--

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.1

--

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.4


Source: OECD (2001)

Cited in Marginson 2002:15

In this table Australia is shown to be 15th out of 19 OECD countries in terms of spending on pre-school education. 

In addition, there is no shortage of anecdotal evidence that the under‑supply of pre-school facilities is not so prevalent in the wealthier suburbs of our capital cities.

Tertiary

Access to higher education is highly unequal.

TABLE 3.5 
ACCESS FOR STUDENTS FROM SOCIAL GROUPS UNDER-REPRESENTED IN HIGHER EDUCATION, AUSTRALIA: 1989 AND 1999

	
	students from low

socio-economic locations
	students from rural and

isolated locations
	indigenous students
	women as proportion of 
all Engineering students

	
	number
	% of all

Students
	number
	% of all

students
	number
	% of all

Students
	
	%

	1989
	25,103
	5.7
	34,942
	7.9
	3,307
	0.7
	
	8.9

	1999
	36,926
	5.4
	49,180
	7.2
	8,001
	1.2
	
	14.8

	* as defined by the socio-economic status of the postal district of residence.

(Problems of this measure are considered below).  source: DETYA 2000

Cited in Marginson (2002:12)


These inequalities in the provision of education have resulted in a desperate shortage of men and women in: nursing, teaching, child care, aged care, skilled professions (eg radiologists), doctors, and other skilled workers in a range of areas, many requiring IT skills. It is ludicrous that a sophisticated country like Australia has a shortage of skilled professionals. There are not enough university places to satisfy the demand. There is certainly no shortage of candidates, including those from lower socio-economic strata. 

The solution to this problem would result in a long-term movement from welfare to high-value full-time work.
TABLE 3.6:
TOTAL ELIGIBLE BUT UNSUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS FOR NURSING

	State/Terr
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	   Total

	VIC
	281
	262
	591
	484
	610
	1632
	3,860

	QLD
	330
	531
	483
	593
	436
	753
	3,126

	NSW/ACT
	-155
	-9
	225
	265
	368
	309
	1,003

	SA
	61
	31
	80
	87
	56
	118
	433

	TAS
	103
	20
	8
	11
	42
	89
	273

	WA
	0
	1
	6
	33
	32
	33
	105

	Australia
	620
	836
	1,393
	1473
	1544
	2934
	8,800

	Source:  Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee 2003 (see appendix 1 for full table)


All sectors

Our spending on education and training as a proportion of GDP has fallen in most sectors:

TABLE 3.7
GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION AND TRAINING, BY SECTOR AND AS A PROPORTION OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT, CURRENT PRICES, AUSTRALIA: 1975‑76 TO 1997-98

	
	government spending on:
	proportion of GDP:

	
	pre-school

& other
	schooling

(pri/sec)
	vocation

education
	higher

education
	all

education
	pre-school

& other
	schooling

(pri/sec)
	vocation

education
	higher

education
	all

education

	
	$s Mill

1989-90

prices
	$s Mill

1989-90

prices
	$s Mill

1989-90

prices
	$s Mill

1989-90

prices
	$s Mill

1989-90

prices
	$
	%
	%
	%
	%

	1975-76
	1,062
	 8,433
	  802
	3,505
	13,802
	0.43
	3.44
	0.33
	1.43
	5.62

	1980-81
	1,225
	9,100
	1,242
	3,309
	14,875
	0.43
	3.20
	0.44
	1.16
	5.23

	1985-86
	1,580
	10,347
	1,817
	3,352
	17,096
	0.48
	3.15
	0.55
	1.02
	5.20

	1990-91
	1,892
	10,349
	2,007
	3,636
	17,885
	0.49
	2.69
	0.52
	0.95
	4.65

	1995-96
	2,012
	11,800
	2,288
	4,334
	20,434
	0.44
	2.58
	0.50
	0.95
	4.47

	1997-98
	2,218
	12,930
	2,376
	4,420
	21,944
	0.45
	2.62
	0.48
	0.89
	4.44


Includes personal benefit payments

Source:
revised and unpublished data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics

Cited in Marginson 2002: 15

In poor areas where unemployment is highest, education is characterised by low retention rates, fewer facilities, and high costs relative to low incomes.

The costs of education also provide significant barriers to lower income households. The chart below details the change in education cost relative to the CPI:

FIGURE 3.4
EDUCATION COSTS VS CPI


[image: image11.wmf]Education costs vs CPI

138.5

205.0

0

50

100

150

200

250

Date

Index numbers

CPI all groups

Education


ABS; Austats; table 7j, Education, Weighted Average of Eight Capital Cities

One thing is clear from all of this data: unless Commonwealth and State governments join forces in implementing a common agenda to make all levels of education accessible, equitable and affordable for all Australians, the long-term development of our nation will suffer and the gap between the rich and the poor will grow wider. 

(iii)
 Housing 

There has been a recent failure of the housing market to provide adequate levels of affordable housing in locations that are accessible to the labour market.

Under 70% of Australians own or are buying their own home in total. This means over 30% of people in our community will never own their own home. 

The myth that Australians continue to enjoy a high rate of home ownership is dispelled by the following data:


TABLE 3.8:
OCCUPIED PRIVATE DWELLINGS:1991, 1996, 2001
	
	1991

CENSUS

%
	1996

CENSUS

%
	2001

CENSUS

%

	FULLY OWNED (OR BEING PURCHASED)
	67.0
	66.4
	66.2

	RENTED
	26.7
	27.3
	26.3




Source: AHNRC 2001


Affordable Housing National Research Consortium (AHNRC 2001:60) analysis of ABS data shows that  for private renters in the bottom 40% of household incomes no households can afford to buy a three-bedroom house in any metropolitan location. Only 15% of these households in Melbourne and 39% in Adelaide could afford to buy a one-bedroom unit in the outer suburbs. None of these households in Sydney could afford to purchase any dwelling in any location.

Similarly, none of these privately renting low-income households could afford to rent a three-bedroom house in inner Sydney or Melbourne, and only 9% in Melbourne and 3% in Sydney could afford to rent a house in the outer suburbs. A one-bedroom unit in an inner city area is beyond the reach of these households.

Public Housing waiting lists provide a grim example of housing insecurity:
TABLE 3.9
PUBLIC HOUSING WAITING LISTS BY STATE AND TERRITORY
	To June 30 2001
	Public housing 
waiting list
	Total number of households allocated public housing
	Allocations as a percentage of

total stock - turnover

	Australia – total
	221 313
	38 736
	17.5%


Source:
Department of Family and Community Services unpublished data cited in ACOSS (2002b:1)

This market failure has been tempered by the commitment of funding for public housing through the Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement. The current Agreement that is being offered by the Commonwealth to the States will see a further decline in the availability of housing stock. 

TABLE 3.10:
GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE ON COMMONWEALTH STATE HOUSING AGREEMENT ASSISTANCE IN NOMINAL AND REAL TERMS SINCE 1991-92 AND THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLIC HOUSING UNITS.

	
	Financial year
	Actual CSHA funding
$m
	GST compensation
$m
	CSHA funding (less GST comp.) in real terms 
2000-01 dollars

	
	1992-93
	1 485.4
	—
	1 716.9

	
	2002-03
	1 387.4

	89.7
	1 229.6


Source:
Department of Family and Community Services unpublished data and Annual Reports of the Housing Assistance Act cited in ACOSS (2002b:3)


 Includes additional amount for GST compensation

2 Includes additional amount for GST compensation

3 Includes additional amount for GST compensation

In the absence of detailed state by state information on public housing revenue and expenditure it is difficult to be definitive. However, anecdotal evidence and analysis of Statistical Local Area data from the 2001 census indicates:

1.
A net decline in the availability of public housing.

2.
The sale of public housing in wealthier areas (eg Sydney’s Eastern suburbs) without the funds from these sales being used to build or purchase more housing stock in areas to which lower socio-economic groups have moved.

Access to affordable and secure housing is a critical social policy issue. The following graph derived from HES results detail changes in housing expenditure 1988/89-1998/99.

This shows that there has been a greater growth in the expenditure on housing for low-income groups rising by 48% compared to that of the Australian average, rising by 35.70%. 

FIGURE 3.5
CHANGES IN SPENDING ON HOUSING 1988/89-1998/99
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Household Expenditure Survey detailed expenditure items 1988/89 & 1998/9

However during this time, according to the ABS CPI data 1989/1999 – December 2003 the cost for housing has risen 114.2 points. This is 4.1 points below the cost of living. However, the cost of rentals has increased to 135.4 during the same period and this is substantially more than the overall housing group. 

Some households in the bottom 20% of incomes are now required by the rental market to spend in excess of 50% of their total income on housing. Commonwealth/State cooperation is desperately needed to address this slide into housing stress. It must be noted that this can never be achieved under the current conditions of under-funding for public housing authorities combined with greater reliance on a rental market that simply does not meet the needs of the nation as far as affordable housing is concerned. 
(iv)
Child Care

With the swing to casualization and part time work in Australia it takes two incomes to provide the essentials of a very basic standard of living.  The availability of affordable child care is a major constraint.

Since 1996 there has been a significant decline in Commonwealth funding per child care place: 

FIGURE 3.6:
FUNDING PER COMMONWEALTH CHILD CARE PLACE, 1991-2001
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Moreover with the strong growth over the past two decades of single parent families, child care is the key to any form of work, even the most casual, when the children are young, and graduation to the full time workforce as the children get older. Figure 3.7 below illustrates the relative non-consumption of childcare by the lowest quintile. The implications of this for ongoing education, training and employment opportunities are clear.
FIGURE 3.7 
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Household Expenditure Survey detailed expenditure items 1988/89 & 1998/99
As with pre-school education, the absence of child-care services is most obvious in lower socio-economic areas, thereby heightening the inequality of opportunity for education, training and employment.

(v)
Health 

The health effects of poverty and disadvantage are evident in a variety of ways.  All indicators are that low income families have considerably less prompt access to hospital and other medical services and have difficulty meeting medical costs (with bulk billing becoming scarcer and a range of costs associated with medical treatment not covered by public

assistance). This occurs again more especially in lower socio-economic areas where people cannot afford to pay for private health services.

Between the years 1988/89-1998/99 there has been an increase in households’ expenditure on medical and health services. This category includes such items as hospital charges, accident and health insurance charges, practitioner’s fees and medicines, pharmaceutical products, therapeutic appliances and equipment. 

FIGURE 3.8
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Household Expenditure Survey detailed expenditure items 1988/89 & 1998/99

The graph above details that the overall cost burden of medical and health services has disproportionately impacted upon the lowest income quintile when compared with the Australian average, with cost increases of 67% compared with the average cost increase of 49%. 

These changes in expenditure can be partially explained by the changing cost burdens on households of health services and products as detailed by the Consumer Price index. (ABS 2002a) This details that health costs, including hospital and medical services, optical services, dental services and pharmaceuticals has risen from 100 index points in 1989/1990 to 177.1 index points in December 2002. During this time the Consumer price index (CPI) rose from 100 index points in 1988/89 to 139.5 index points in December 2002. This represents an overall cost increase of approximately twice the cost of living.

Low income families rely on cheap food and canned or prepared foods, high in fat and of debatable total nutritional value. But where else can you feed a family of four for less than $12 as a fast food chain recently advertised? The result of poor nutrition is a whole range of well publicised medical problems which in turn impinges on educational capability, work performance, employability and prospects.

In particular the dental health of low-income households is very poor. The following graph (Figure 3.9) shows how the poor have experienced an increase in dental costs in relation to their income:

FIGURE 3.9 
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Household Expenditure Survey detailed expenditure items 1988/89 & 1998/99
Much of this serious decline in health equality could be solved if a Commonwealth / State framework agreed on the following, in the interests of the health of low-income Australians:

(
the means-testing of the private health cover rebate;

(
the use of savings from the above to seed-fund the establishment of 24 hour, bulk-billing, medical centres close to public hospitals;

(
the expansion, rather than the diminution, of bulk-billing services, especially in lower socio-economic areas.

As the recent ANU research (Wilson 2003) demonstrates, Australians are clearly willing to pay higher taxes (or forego tax breaks) if this translated into increased spending on equitable health services.

(vi)
Transport

Transport is critical to a household’s ability to participate in all aspects of community and economic life. This is increasingly important given recent structural change in both the labour market and provision of other essential goods and services on which individuals and family rely, including health, education and other social support services. 

According to the HES, transport costs represent the second biggest cost for average households (by broad expenditure group) behind food. 

The graph below details changes in expenditure on transport for the lowest quintile and the Australian average. It shows that the cost increase is greater for the lowest income group with expenditure increasing by 63% compared to 54.76% increase for the average Australian. 

FIGURE 3.10
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Household Expenditure Survey detailed expenditure items 1988/89 & 1998/99
The CPI cost trends for the transport group show that between 1989/1990 and December 2002 the broad transport group has increased to 140.3, compared to the overall cost of living rising to 139.5, a marginal increase above the inflation rate. However for those solely reliant on urban transport fares (public transport, taxis, ferries etc) the cost for this period has risen to 190.3 or 127% above the underlying cost of living. 
4
Poverty by Postcode:
We know from experience at St. Vincent de Paul that poverty and inequality can reside anywhere. Surprisingly it can and does exist in seemingly well-to-do streets and suburbs. However we also know that there is an overwhelming concentration of poverty in certain postcodes mainly in regional and rural Australia, and over time it has gotten worse. 

The following map prepared by Phillip Raskall (2002) illustrates how income is distributed in the Sydney metropolitan area, for example:
FIGURE 3.11:
INCOME DISTRIBUTION BY POSTCODE, SYDNEY RESIDENTS, 1997-98
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Source: Raskall 2002: 295

ATO (2002:Table 3.21) data confirms Raskall’s (2002) research showing that 60% of Australia’s GDP accrues to residents of inner metropolitan Sydney and significant additional proportions to inner areas of Melbourne and a lower extent, Brisbane. Indeed, the above map presents a tale of two cities: globalised Sydney and its marginalized periphery.

Researchers such as Vinson (1999) reveal problems with regional concentrations of poverty in NSW and Victoria, with some metropolitan postcodes also experiencing severe disadvantage. 

A FaCS (Bray 2001) study of socio-economic status by location and the National Economics State of the Regions report (2001) present the same picture. 

“The most significant [feature] is that amongst the States, no location outside of the capital cities scores an above average result under all three of the measures [relative socio-economic disadvantage, index of education and occupation, and index of economic resources] and indeed the number of occurrences of even one above average ranking is small.” (Bray 2001:77)
What this data represents is the accumulation of poverty in specific areas well beyond the control of any one individual. The existence of such areas provides a strong refutation to those who argue that poverty is caused by individual incapacity or laziness.

It is the responsibility of governments to ensure that facilities and services are provided, ahead of time, in areas of population growth and concentration. Such a strategic approach would avoid many of the problems associated with the accumulation of disadvantage.

B
Wealth

Poverty exists against a backdrop of wealth. To understand poverty in our community, we need also to address the environment of wealth in which poverty is produced. As Mandy Leveratt, in the UnitingCare study of poverty (2001:10), explained:


“Poverty exists because we also have wealth, and both exist because of the society in which we live…. This relationship is one of inequality – whether expressed in terms of income, access to resources or power…”

NATSEM research shows that the wealthiest 20% of Australian adults hold 62% of total wealth while the poorest 20% hold only 1%. (Kelly 2001b:2). NATSEM further estimates that in 2030 the top 20% will have 70% of wealth and the bottom 50% about 4.9%. (Kelly 2002:16)

An increase in wealth inequality implies a maldistribution of the benefits of economic growth. This maldistribution does not come about due to a crudely framed dynamic between diligence and thrift on the one hand and indolence and excess on the other. 

The concentration of wealth in Australia is abetted, amongst other things, by:

Wealth from land and property asset values. These values have increased considerably. This creates wealth for the already wealthy with minimal returns to the community.

This is borne out, for example, by O’Brien’s (2001) research (Figures 3.12 and 3.13 below), comparing land values to taxation and GDP per capita:

FIGURE 3.12
REAL PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN SELECTED ECONOMIC INDICATORS, AUSTRALIA, 1950 to 2000


FIGURE 3.13
REAL PER CAPITA CHANGES OF SELECTED ECONOMIC INDICATORS, AUSTRALIA 1950 to 2000


Trusts. In the 1990s, the number of trusts has grown from around 200,000 to over 450,000. The Senate Report on ANTS (1999) showed that income in trusts grew by 43% in five years. ACOSS (2002a:1) points out that 2% of taxpayers get 30% of the trust income.

THE TAX TREATMENT OF FAMILY TRUSTS:

A CASE STUDY 

An ACT café proprietor had a taxable income of:


$6,150 

(later declared at almost $24,000 due to changes in tax treatment) 

(
entitling her to family benefits
The Trust owned/provided:

(
the café 

(
an executive retreat 

(
rented accommodation, 

(
a BMW 

(
a Jaguar

(
various credit card accounts

(
their son’s “exclusive” private school fees

Source: ACT Supreme Court

Welfare for the wealthy. In some instances, the absence of means testing results in tax concessions and welfare benefits for the wealthy. In the worst cases, those on higher incomes receive the greater amount. For example: 

–
Baby bonus

–
Private health insurance rebate

–
Private Education subsidies

–
Tax rebates


GST Package. Clearly the GST package was heavily skewed in favour of the wealthy. One example of this is the removal of GST from food. This was promoted as a benefit for low-income families. The effect, however, was quite the reverse: of the loss of approximately $5 billion in revenue, only $1.5 billion went to low income households. This package adds a net percentage increase in the value of goods and services, regardless of the income of the purchaser. This was recognised in the attempted compensation for low income households which was totally inadequate (see St Vincent de Paul Society Submission to Senate Inquiry into GST).  Moreover the reductions in income tax that accompanied the GST were disproportionately geared to high income earners to the extent of several thousand dollars per year.

Levies. There are now about $100 billion of levies in Australia (O’Rourke 2002) – far beyond Medicare, Timor, Ansett, air travel, and sugar. By their very nature, levies are of little burden upon the wealthy, but represent a widespread cost impact on low income households. Levies are fixed charges which are inherently regressive and trickle down eventually to low-income earners. The levies on sugar, chickens, milk and beef, for example, are all eventually paid for at the supermarket.

There are aspects of the taxation system which contribute to the growth of inequality in Australia. We will deal with our concerns on this issue in our submission to the Taxation Inquiry.
The St Vincent de Paul Society is committed to working with all Australians for the achievement of social justice.

By this we mean equality of access to the opportunities offered by society, and equality in sharing the burden of sustaining society.
Policies and structures that allow and encourage the concentration of wealth in the hands of a few result in consolidation of opportunity and diminution of burden for those who already enjoy the greatest benefits from society.
4 
The

Rich / Poor 

Gap 
The existing and growing gap between the rich and the poor in Australia is obvious to even the most ardent of sceptics. We dealt with this in Two Australias: Addressing Inequality and Poverty ( www.vinnies.org.au ).
The two most broadly based indicators of trends in disadvantage are the Gini Coefficient and the Robin Hood Index, the former having been acknowledged and used by the Treasurer. In both cases there has been a clear and recent deterioration in equality and a growth in disadvantage in Australia.
The Gini Coefficient, in simple terms is a number between 0 and 1.  It is zero when wealth is equally distributed and 1 when an individual has all of the wealth in a country.  Most modern industrial countries are between 0.2 – 0.3, bearing in mind that a small move in the coefficient of even 0.01 is significant.

Table 4.1
GINI COEFFICIENT AND SHARES FOR EXPENDITURE AND INCOME
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 (Harding, Greenwell 2002:18)
FIGURE 4.1
INCOME DISTRIBUTION: ALL INCOME UNITS
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The Robin Hood Index measures income distribution and the degree to which transfer of wealth would be necessary to produce an egalitarian outcome.
TABLE 4.2
CHANGES IN GROSS INCOME DISTRIBUTION AMONG FAMILIES — 1968– 1969 to 1999–2000

	
	
	1968–1969
	1999–2000
	Change, 1968–1969 to 1999–2000

	
	
	Income Share
	Income Share
	Income Share

	
	Income deciles
	%
	%
	percentage points

	
	First
	2.2
	1.8
	–0.4

	
	Second
	4.6
	3.3
	–1.3

	
	Third
	6.0
	4.6
	–1.4

	
	Fourth
	6.9
	6.2
	–0.7

	
	Fifth
	8.5
	7.7
	–0.8

	
	Sixth
	9.3
	9.4
	0.1

	
	Seventh
	10.6
	11.2
	0.6

	
	Eighth
	12.2
	13.4
	1.2

	
	Ninth
	14.9
	16.3
	1.4

	
	Tenth
	24.8
	26.3
	1.5

	
	Robin Hood ndex
	
	22.5
	20.9


(a) In 1999–2000 dollars. 1968–1969 incomes have been inflated using the household final consumption expendituredeflator. 

Source: CBCS 1973; ABS Survey of Income and Housing Costs, 1999–2000, data available on request.
One would expect such deterioration in a time of recession, but not after a decade of growth, low inflation and low interest rates. One can only conclude that some structural developments in the economy are in fact promoting disadvantage in Australia at the dawn of the 21st century.

A most startling feature of the above table is that for 50% of Australian families, their percentage share of income fell between 1968/9 and 1999/2000.

NATSEM analysis (Harding et al 2001; Harding & Greenwell 2002)  gives some insights into the ways in which the situation is deteriorating:

· Adult poverty has increased in the 1990s

· The Child poverty rate fell in 1996 but then rose again

· Poverty amongst singles has risen

· The risk of growing poverty is highest amongst those receiving government benefits –with the unemployed continuing to face high risk

· Increasing Spatial inequality, with a regional basis to poverty

· The younger generation is facing a reduced level of wealth.

In Australia today approximately 3 million people are poor. Further to this, our nation is torn by inequality. Sixty percent of the nation’s wealth is currently owned by ten percent of the population. According to NATSEM (Kelly 2002:12) projections:

“The poorest half of the population will see their share of the wealth ‘pie’ reduced….  [O]ver the thirty years until 2030, the wealth of the poorest half is projected to fall by one-third, from 7.0% in 2000 to 4.9% in 2030. Given the extremely small proportion owned by this half at the start of the period, the reduction by one-third will make a significant difference to this group. It will also greatly magnify the significant differences between the rich and poor. In summary, it is estimated that wealth inequality will increase in the next 30 years. For the period 2000-2010 the wealth of the poor decreases but it is balanced by a redistribution of wealth amongst the wealthy and the net effect is that the measure of aggregate inequality stays at its current level. From 2010 to 2030, the reduction in the share of wealth held by the poor continues and the redistribution amongst the rich is minimal – and thus wealth inequality increases.”

TABLE 4.3
 ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH BY SELECTED PERCENTILES, 2000-2030
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Kelly 2002:12

If this Inquiry only talks about poverty, without investigating the causes and boldly pursuing the solutions, we will follow the path of those nations that have grown so divided that all sense of cohesion is foregone:

“Two nations; between whom there is no discourse and no sympathy; who are as ignorant of each other’s habits, thoughts, and feelings, as if they were dwellers in different zones, or inhabitants of different planets; who are formed by a different breeding; are fed by a different food, are ordered by different manners, and are not governed by the same laws.

I speak of THE RICH AND THE POOR.”

Benjamin Disraeli  - 1845 

Equally important, as stated earlier, are the range of qualitative and localised surveys giving a broad insight into deteriorating access to: quality education and training, health care, affordable housing, childcare, aged care, basic goods/services and crime prevention in disadvantaged areas.

One of the most fundamental and valid statistical series, the Consumer Price Index (CPI) is used to disguise the worsening of disadvantage.  This is because the CPI has become widely used by the press, politicians, and commentators as an accurate reflection of the cost of living for all households, and against which their standard of living is assumed.  In fact the CPI is a measure of the general level of inflation and not the cost of living for different types of households with various life style, life cycles or locations.

The end result is that by applying the CPI to every household we can get a false impression which hides a deteriorating situation for many. 

If we continue, as a nation, to deny that we have a problem or if we deny that there are solutions, we face the costly prospect of upheaval and discontent: 

“What counts today, the question which is looming on the horizon, is the need for a redistribution of wealth. Humanity must reply to this question, or be shaken to pieces by it.” 

(Fanon 1967: 78)

5 
The 

Dehumanisation 

of Poverty 

We are not alone in being extremely disappointed by some influential people in Australia, who should know better, and yet continue to dehumanise the poor and demean them. It is not unusual to have Government ministers suggesting that the poor are a bunch of un‑Australian lay-abouts, bludgers, cruisers, petty criminals, social misfits, rorters, or parasites who drink, smoke and gamble far too much (in between surfing and working at undeclared jobs). The majority of the 3 million Australians living in poverty, however, are hard-working people who have not chosen to be poor and who bear the brunt of structural forces that result in an unconscionable accumulation of wealth on the one hand and an unbearable accumulation of poverty on the other. 

Those who use the language of demonisation demean themselves and bring disrepute upon our nation.

It is time that we, as a country, stood up to that.

It is time we stood up to those who would kick our brothers and sisters when they’re down.

It is time we insisted that the voices of the voiceless be heard.

Currently, media attention is directed at those who are not at a disadvantage and frequently is directed away from those areas where poverty is most concentrated.

The media attention that they do receive often serves to stigmatise either the individual or the community in which they live. This not only creates major difficulties in analysing their predicament, it serves to create a culture of blame against victims of structural disadvantage. The poor are either excluded from the public eye or included at the cost of being dehumanized. 


The use of valid statistical data to hide and dehumanize poverty and to “average it out of existence” is quite simple.

· For instance, total wealth of Australia (ABS 1360.0) exceeds $2,500 billion or about $125,000 for each Australian (per capita) and with GDP around $650 billion we have a per capita GDP of around $32,500.

The fact that the top 20% of Australians have the bulk of this wealth and the bottom 10% have very little is hidden by the per capita data.

· Again, the average weekly earnings for Australians in full time work is around $861, and the average income for all income units was $726 in 1999‑2000. This was more than 500% above the average income of the lowest 20% ($136) and the median income was still more than 300% than that of the lowest quintile.

· The official employment figures are based on the remarkable assertion that someone counts as being employed if they have worked a minimum of 1 hour during the reference week.

We can see from the above that by using across-the-board figures or average per capita data for Australia, it is easy to claim that we have a high level of wealth, incomes and wages, on the average own our own home, thereby sustaining the tenuous claim that we do not have a poverty problem in Australia.

However when we look at the lowest 10-15% of Australians we find substantial numbers of Australians have no wealth, very low incomes, and have no chance of ever owning a home:

 “. . . while average incomes may be rising and average standard of living rising with them, significant proportions of the population may have steady or falling incomes resulting in their absolute and/or relative standard of living declining over time”. (Year Book 2002)

Data Collection. It is a fact that most of the data collected on a frequent basis in Australia does not readily lend itself to a productive study of poverty in this country.

For example, there is a strong demand for monthly or 3-monthly reports on prices, sales, imports, exports, inflation, agriculture, industrial production, and the labour market. By contrast, the Household Expenditure Survey (HES), which is the most important indicator of living standards, is only undertaken every 5 years. Similarly, the survey of incomes is only undertaken every 2 years. 

Is poverty and inequality so unimportant that we cannot afford the  small expenditure to collect these data sets on a more regular basis?  Perhaps the basic problem is that the free market does not put much value on poverty data and the potential cost recovery from such data is small. Has our dream of a caring democracy come to this?

The St Vincent de Paul Society, committed as it is to “help shape a more just and compassionate Australian community”, is interested in documenting and analysing the causes and outcomes of poverty and inequality. It is not enough, however, to observe these injustices. We are called to do something about them. 


The reality of material deprivation is intimately joined with the crushing of the soul and the stamping out of the self. Society creates, on the periphery of affluence, a booming industry in the destruction of souls and the theft of the human spirit. 


The dehumanisation of poverty is a socially destructive substitute for a social consensus that makes justice its aim:


“Learn to do good.


Pursue justice,


guide the oppressed;


uphold the rights of the orphan,


and plead the widow’s cause.”





(Isaiah 1:17).

6 
Myths 

and 

Realities 

of Poverty 

Acquiescence to the growing inequality in Australia and the extent of poverty has in no small part been due to well-ingrained myths about who we are in Australia.

A
The Free Market and Poverty

MYTH: 
(
Globalisation forces governments to uproot people from economic, social or political security. 
REALITY:
–
“Globalisation… is creating deep social pain and political costs as sensitive sectors are opened up to outside competition and go through difficult adjustments. The human costs are hurtful and governments have responsibility to help people through the process.” (Prime Minister Howard cited in Mitchell 2001:236)

MYTH:

(
Economic growth is the answer to the problem of poverty. As long as the economy grows, everyone is better off.

REALITY: 

–
The free market is not good at distributing wealth and security to all. It was never designed to do so. The trickle-down effect did not deliver at the dawn of capital accumulation in the 18th century and has not done so since. 

The free market does not concern itself with the fair distribution of wealth. Hence the USA, the largest and wealthiest economy in the world, has the highest level of poverty amongst developed countries.

MYTH: 

(
It is not the Australian way for government to intervene in the market to address the question of poverty and inequality.

REALITY:

–
Australia has, in fact, already responded through the Harvester Decision; Medicare; universal public education; and through the formation of a social security system, designed to protect its citizens from some of the worst poverty traps thrown up by a market-based economy.

B
Welfare and Poverty

MYTH: 

(
Welfare expenditure creates welfare dependency.

· REALITY:

–
A spurious claim when the Nordic countries, Switzerland, the Netherlands, France, Germany, Belgium, Luxemburg and others in the late 1990s had much higher levels of welfare expenditure than Australia but much lower levels of unemployment (OECD data). Each also had a strong economy.

MYTH:

(
If the unemployed are penalized they will find work. They have themselves to blame.

REALITY:
–
How can 600,000 or more unemployed all find work if there are less than 100,000 real jobs available?  This is especially so when the skills and location of these jobs often do not match those of the unemployed. Penalizing the unemployed creates no jobs.


There has been a barrage of wedge politics played out in the demonisation of those who are deemed to be “different”: unemployed, people living with a disability, sole parents, Indigenous people, and asylum seekers to name a few.

MYTH: 
(
Australia spends too much on welfare services.
REALITY: 
–
Comparatively Australia rates poorly on welfare spending. Social Security transfers in many North European countries are double that of Australia, even including private contributions to welfare. Appendix 2 provides detailed welfare expenditure data from the OECD countries.

C
Poverty is A Choice
MYTH:
(
Everyone in Australia can own their own home if they save.

REALITY:
–
Home ownership is declining and will continue to do so.

MYTH: 
(
People are poor because they make bad choices and they drink, smoke and gamble too much.

REALITY:
–
Some people, rich and poor, do make bad choices. Census data shows, however, that the poor have increased their spending on alcohol and tobacco at a far lower rate than average Australians.
It is equally facile to explain company losses as due to market downturns as it is to suggest that poverty results from poor choices. It is an insult to 3 million Australians.

7 
Costs 
of 
Poverty 

“Everyone pays the bill of poverty and everyone benefits when communities have more jobs, less crime, better health and higher expectations for their children…” (www.dwp.gov.uk ) 

Those costs are felt by: 
a)
The individual.

b)
The community.

c)
The economy.

A
The Individual

There is no shortage of evidence ( Saunders 2002b) that poverty brings about:

· loss of self-esteem and motivation

· disenfranchisement and lack of power

· exclusion from normal lifestyle

· hopelessness and antagonism, which breed violence

· solace in substance abuse

· poor health

· high mortality rate - unwillingness to participate in social activities

· mental illness

· family breakdown…




to name a few.

B
The Community

The costs to the community are self-evident, in the form of:

· sharpening divisions

· the breeding of a sense of social competition rather than cooperation

· disturbance in the comfort zones of people and a sense of fear

· increased crime

· breakdown in trust leading to lack of faith in government apparatus to protect the interests of the marginalised

· urban deterioration and decline

· withdrawal of both private and public services and infrastructure

· social discohesion… 




to name a few.

C
The Economy


The most basic cost to the economy is loss of production and productivity from those who are unemployed and underemployed.   

· At a basic wage of between $23-$25,000 pa and a productivity rate of 2%, the economy could be losing $30-$50 billion pa (depending of course on the type of employment one envisages).

The public costs of crime in Australia are growing far above the general level of inflation.  Total expenditure on law, order and justice in 2000 was almost $6.5 billion and growing at over 8% pa.  Corrective services expenditure was growing at around 12%.  

· The NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (Chapman, Weatherburn, et al. 2002:10), for example, argues that an increase in high school education retention would result in a significant fall in certain categories of crime:

" … elimination of long term unemployment among males aged 15-24 by direct job creation would result in close to a 7 per cent reduction in property crime in NSW. Better still, if these individuals continued in formal education to the end of senior high school (increasing school retention by an extra 7,000 individuals) the reduction in break, enter and steal over the course of a year would amount to almost 15 per cent." 

Poverty demands additional costs to the economy for services such as health, housing and the cost of increased community services to cater for the poor and disadvantaged, especially in times of crisis.

8 
Who 

is 

Responsible? 

Whilst the business sector, the community at large, charities and individuals, must having varying inputs to minimise poverty and disadvantage, the bulk of the responsibility lies with government (Federal, State and Local).  This is due to: 
· the legal and constitutional powers they have,
· the substantial funds or revenues they command, and

· the institutional frameworks they operate.

and above all:
· its responsibility for the duty of care for all its citizens. 
In particular, responsibility falls on Federal and State Governments.

The division of responsibilities between them however is far from straightforward. It is fraught with problems and has historically been characterized by acrimonious debate and buck-passing.  It leads to the conclusion that at the end of the day some form of agreement between them on handling poverty and disadvantage is crucial.  This is not simply for the sake of efficiency and effectiveness. If membership of the Australian community is to mean anything, surely it must mean equal opportunity and access to those goods and services that the community generally regards as necessary for an adequate standard of living.

Ostensibly the Federal Government has the major taxation powers and funding responsibilities (if not operational).  Its welfare bill is currently around $52 billion of which in round terms:

$19 billion
-
aged pensions and related benefits


$16 billion
-
families with children programs


$8 billion
-
disability programs


$8 billion
-
unemployment benefits

The Federal Government is also a significant provider of grants to the States: 
· around $10 billion for education and training, 

· around $7 billion for health (predominantly hospitals), 

· around $1.3 billion for housing, 

· plus assistance in a range of other areas relevant to poverty and disadvantage.

However the States have some substantial responsibilities also:

· In Education: of the $34 billion spent annually they are responsible for about $23 billion. 
· They have the major responsibility in Housing. 
· In Health Care the States operate hospitals and many other services and are responsible for a significant part of the almost $40 billion that all governments spend on health.  
· The States also have the bulk of the responsibility in respect to Crime, Justice, Transport and Regional Development.

The crux of the problem is that in 2000/01, for example, the States and Territories raised in taxation about $32 billion or 15% of total tax revenue but the Commonwealth by contrast raised $175 billion or 82% of the total.  But conversely the States are responsible for around $120 billion or 45% of expenditure (although it must be said that the States do receive considerable amounts from non-tax revenues).

Many have been led to believe that with the advent of the GST and the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) that the States’ financial problems would be solved via ‘a secure broad-based revenue source to be spent as they determine on community services’.  In reality the situation is more complicated and it is not clear at this stage that States will, in the long run, get any net gain from the GST because:

· in the first two years of GST, revenue to the States has fallen well short of what they would have received under the old system (by about $4 billion in the first year and $2 billion in the second) with no guarantee that it will not recur. 

· if the GST by chance delivered multi billion dollar benefits to the States it seems inevitable that the Commonwealth would cut specific purpose payments to the States to offset the GST increase or force them to take on additional functions;
· if, on the other hand, the economy ran into a recession and a bout of inflation, there could be a fall in the real value of GST revenues and there would be a major dispute between Federal and State Governments over compensation; 
· in any case the Commonwealth government can change, alter, or abolish the GST package with the States by a simple majority of ONE vote in the house of representatives – it being a fiscal issue not subject to the Senate.

This is not to say that the States are absolved in any way from a crucial role in poverty minimization because they still have significant revenues and functions, but equally neither is the Commonwealth.

A fundamental fault with current Federal/State responsibilities is that both tend to focus on the minimal funds they must commit to the alleviation of poverty and disadvantage.  The real question is: what are the needs that must be identified in order to comprehensively address this issue? The issue includes:

· Benefit levels for the elderly, poor families, the disabled and the unemployed;

· Educational and training facilities required to boost retention rates to Year 12 and to provide young people with the skills necessary for full time employment;

· Affordable Housing; 

· Child Care;

· Aged Care;

· Adequate Health Services;

· Infrastructure development needs, particularly in postcodes of poverty;

Only when the needs are clearly set out can it then be determined where the priorities are and where scarce funds are best directed.

There is no such strategic plan for Australia at present.  There is simply a litany of claims and counter claims, and a disorganised, un-coordinated, disparate range of agreements between the Federal and State governments on various areas that impinge on poverty (eg health, housing, education, and aged care).

The St Vincent de Paul Society is unequivocal in its insistence that it is the responsibility of government to initiate and implement solutions to the twin problems of poverty and inequality. 

Whilst there is a role for all of us to “cooperate in building a more just and compassionate Australian community…” (St Vincent de Paul Society Mission Statement) it is both strategically and tactically incorrect to imagine that these problems can be solved through a loose coalition of partners from the business, charitable and community sectors. 

We hold that just as it is the responsibility of government to defend our nation from external threats, it is clearly the responsibility of government to defend our nation from the internal threat of poverty and inequality threatening our Australian way of life. The security of ordinary Australians is at stake.

We are not insinuating that this is the responsibility of the Federal government alone. It is a shared responsibility between the three tiers of government. 

It is, however, the responsibility of the Federal Government to lead the way in creating and maintaining a national framework to address poverty and inequality.

If the Federal Government is not disposed to this approach, as the Senate is the States’ House, it (the Senate) is open to suggest that mechanisms to address inequality be pursued through the Premiers’ Leaders Forum.
9 
International 
Comparisons 

A
International Economic Indicators

National Policy Frameworks recognise both the power and responsibility of the nation state in the global context. The evidence from the Luxembourg Income Study demonstrates that: 

“…domestic policies – labour market institutions, welfare policies, etc. – can act as a powerful countervailing force to market driven inequality. Even in a globalized world, the overall distribution of income in a country remains very much a consequence of the domestic political, institutional and economic choices made by those individual countries – both rich and middle income ones.” (Smeeding 2002:28)

Because of the apparent lack of relevant and up-to-date data, it is difficult to be too definitive about international comparisons between Australia and other countries in regard to the level of poverty, the countries’ success in addressing both poverty and inequality and the record of other countries in this regard.

Nevertheless, on the basis of the information available Australia ranks very poorly against the situation in other OECD countries. 

Figure 9.1 below demonstrates that there are only 4 OECD countries with a higher child poverty rate and only 2 countries with lower social expenditure levels (proportional to GDP) than Australia:
FIGURE 9.1:
RELATIONSHIP OF CASH SOCIAL EXPENDITURES AND CHILD POVERTY RATES IN SIXTEEN INDUSTRIALISED COUNTRIES IN THE 1990s
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 Source: Smeeding 2002

Figure 9.2 on the other hand shows that Australia is at the upper end of countries whose full-time workers earn less than 25% of median earnings.

FIGURE 9.2
PERCENT OF FULL-TIME WORKERS EARINGS LESS THAN 65% OF MEDIAN EARNINGS
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Smeeding 2002

 

B
Strategic Planning for Social Equity

The vast majority of the OECD countries have a better record than Australia for addressing the problems of poverty/disadvantage and the rich/poor gap. They have structural provisions for the delivery of equity. The Nordic countries such as Sweden, Finland, Norway and Denmark have a well-deserved record for social equity and social inclusion. The same can be said for a number of OECD European countries such as France, Germany, Belgium and The Netherlands.

What all of these countries have in common is that they each have a strong economy. What these countries also have in common is a strong investment in job-creation, industry policy and a social security system that is responsive to the changing conditions of the labour market (rather than being punitive towards the actual people who are suffering due to these conditions).

It should also be noted that the European Union has taken an initiative on poverty and social exclusion with a series of benchmarks for implementing social equity within its member nations.

To this end we draw attention to the National Strategic Plans of both the UK and Ireland to combat poverty. They have not only established a policy framework with clearly defined benchmarks and objectives, but they have also ensured their implementation by locating the coordinating functions in special departments within the portfolio of the Prime Ministers’ departments with key responsibilities given to respective Treasurers to ensure the availability of the necessary resources.

We have not provided details on the British or Irish situations as this information will no doubt be provided to the Inquiry by others. If not, we would be happy to either provide some information or point researchers in the right direction.

We have much to learn from other OECD countries, particularly the UK and Ireland, with whom we share similar socio-political systems. 

10 

Solutions 

RECOMMENDATION 1:

That a National Forum be established to prepare a National Strategic Plan for the alleviation of poverty in Australia, reduction of the rich/poor gap and development of a fairer Australia.

(i)
Participants:
Federal Government



State Government




Local Government




Business Community




Welfare Sector




Trade Unions

(ii)
Objectives of Forum: 

(a)
Establish a time frame (say 5 years) for a work program and progressive benchmarks to be achieved.
(b)
Reach agreement for “Whole of Government” approach to addressing “The Inequalities of Opportunity” in:

(
Job creation and reduction of real levels of unemployment; Efforts to ensure national skills requirements are met;
(
Education and Training with special attention to disadvantaged areas;

(
Health, Child Care and Aged Care Services;

(
Transport Systems;

(
Housing Strategy (such as the setting up of a National Affordable Housing Corporation);

(
Life Skills Centres in depressed locations.

(c)
Establish Job Creation blueprint including resources and support for Research and Development, subsidies and programs. 

(iii)
Responsibility

Clearly the Federal Government could initiate and establish the forum through the mechanism of The Committee of Australia Governments (COAG).  Alternatively it could be set up through the State Premiers’ Leaders Forum.

(iv)
Implementation

The UK and Irish provide good models.  Following the Forum, a mechanism for implementing the program is required and as a minimum:

(
A specialist authority within the Prime Minister’s and/or Premiers’ Offices to drive the implementation.

(
Tasks and Responsibilities allocated to relevant Ministries – but especially Treasurers and Finance Ministers. 
(v)
Benchmarks
It is recommended that benchmarks be established and monitoring undertaken along the lines used by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in the UK. 
RECOMMENDATION 2: 

That the Federal Government consult the State Governments, Business and Community Sectors to develop a National Strategy for relieving Financial Stress among those Australians in need. 

(i)
Participants: 

Governments of all jurisdictions


Treasury and other related Departments


Business Community


Academia


Welfare and Charitable Sector

(ii)
Objectives: 
(a)
Welfare Payments to be indexed to a higher level to avoid devaluation by CPI increases.  For example: 
(
basing them on appropriate Basket of Goods
(
direct provision or discounting the costs to the poor of government services, or
(b)
Analysis of Welfare Benefits with a view to a gradual yearly increment (say 0.01%) until social justice is achieved. 
(c)
Reordering of priorities of Government, especially in the areas of services to the poor. 
(d)
Comprehensive revamp of the Taxation System to remove loopholes and correct inequalities. 
(e)
Government to use its powers in the marketplace to assist job creation and social equity. 
(iii)
Responsibility:
Federal Government and Treasury, in consultation with stakeholders including:

Governments of all jurisdictions

The Business Community

The Trade Union Movement

Welfare and Charitable Sector

(iv)
Implementation
UK and Irish models – in each they have placed responsibility on Treasurers and Finance Ministers the task of relieving financial stress and being proactive in bringing about social equity. 

(v)
Benchmarking/Monitoring
Techniques along the lines of those used by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in the UK.
RECOMMENDATION 3:
That Additional Funding - $10 million as a base – be provided for research into poverty, wealth and disadvantage..
(i)
Participants: 

Federal Treasurer


ABS


State Treasurers


Social Policy Research Community


Welfare and Charitable Sector

(ii)
Objectives: 
(a)
To expand HES Data, if not to a yearly cycle then at least with meaningful and significant updates. 
(b)
To provide additional research on poverty and disadvantage by both government (ABS) and non-government research organisations. 

(c)
To identify those elements which tend to reinforce the cycle of poverty.

(d)
To make recommendations to government on solutions to problems of inequity

(iii)
Implementation: 
Direction and oversight by a Board with representation from:
ABS

Academia

Business

Trade Union Movement

State Governments

Charitable and Welfare Sector

FUNDING THE CHANGES REQUIRED FOR EQUITY
Radical change, however beneficial it might be in the long term, will require funding support.  The essential requirements,  political will and national consensus, have already been dealt with in this submission.  Even when these are achieved funding could provide a roadblock.  In our view this need not be so.

The crucial first step in looking at ways to fund the recommendations we have made throughout this submission is to recognise that it can be achieved simply on the basis of our annual production/accumulation of wealth without dire consequences.

The total amount of additional funding required is ultimately about 2% or so of GDP or $12 billion pa.  It need not and should not be done in a single year but over a period of years dampening the impact and promoting gradual adjustment by those involved.  Ultimately it would probably involve the wealthiest 20% of Australians (which as NATSEM point out have over 60% of the wealth) surrendering, over time, 2-3% of that wealth to the community as a whole.

It would also involve a re-ordering of priorities and programs in current government expenditures, including subsidies and welfare payments.

It is crucial also to recognise that funding the changes we recommend is not a simplistic issue of taking money from the wealthy and giving cash hand-outs to the poor. That would achieve very little.  It is essentially about drawing a greater contribution from the wealthy for maintaining and building infrastructure, improving public services and facilities, and creating equal opportunities for all, which in the long run benefits us all in so many ways.

An indicative, not comprehensive, list of where the money might come from would include: 

(
Taxation Arrangements

We will be making a detailed submission on this aspect to the Senate Inquiry into taxation.  Clearly changes are possible.  For example:

(
Tax concessions on Trusts

(
Tax Concessions claimed by wealthy individuals and companies

(
Marginal Taxes

(
Tax Havens and Loopholes

(
Negative Gearing

(
Use of Company structures by individuals

(
Expansion of GST on Food

–
originally designed for the poor who only received a small proportion of the $15 billion in lost revenue.
(
Tighten Controls on Subsidies and Grants such as:
–
Education Grants to Elite Schools

–
Superannuation

–
Child Support

–
Subsidies for Industry

(
Means Testing of Government Benefits and Support Mechanisms Such as:
–
Medical Health Rebate

–
Baby Bonus

–
Family Assistance

(
Hypothecation
This has been used by successive Australian governments to spend on specific programs without risking budget outcomes:
–
Gun Levy

–
Ansett Levy

–
East Timor Levy

–
Medicare

and the $100 billion in hidden taxes and levies to support industries and having the costs obtained, for many of them, at the Supermarket including:

–
Sugar Levy

–
Chicken Levy

–
Beef Levy


to name a few. 
It must, therefore, be felt that hypothecation is a simple and acceptable way to address a major issue.  We know that many Australians would accept higher taxes if they could be assured of better health services.

Hypothecation, therefore, would seem to be a possible way of correcting the terror of poverty at home faced by some 3 million Australians.

The bottom line is this: Unless we actively seek an alternative to the accumulation of poverty and the accumulation of wealth, any chance of a cohesive, fair, inclusive Australia will be gone. The Australia of the early 21st Century will be more akin to the Australia of the early 19th Century: a land disjointed rather than diverse, a land where the dispossession and exploitation of people is the rule rather than the exception.
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Appendix 1:Australia – Total eligible applicants not receiving an offer by broad field of study, 1993-2002

	
	
	Eligible applicants

	
	1993 (a)
	
	1994(a)
	
	1995(a)
	
	1996(a)
	
	1997
	
	1998
	
	1999
	
	2000
	

	
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not receiving

	Broad
	             offer
	                  offer
	                        offer
	                  offer
	                    offer
	                  offer
	                        offer
	              offer

	Field of Study
	Total
	No.
	%
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  

	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 

	Agriculture
	5,466
	1,211
	22
	5,223
	1,009
	19
	4,928
	959
	19
	4,701
	836
	18
	4,043
	133
	3
	3,682
	258
	7
	2,949
	356
	12
	2,728
	235
	9

	Architecture
	6,450
	2,546
	39
	7,004
	3,103
	44
	7,229
	3,276
	45
	6,022
	2,077
	34
	5,865
	1,973
	34
	5,112
	1,567
	31
	5,316
	1,671
	31
	5,382
	1,751
	33

	Arts/Humanities
	61,930
	23,621
	38
	62,844
	21,409
	34
	65,290
	19,795
	30
	60,421
	15,020
	25
	55,385
	11,572
	21
	51,776
	8,883
	17
	51,381
	8,851
	17
	52,038
	8,902
	17

	Business/Admin
	50,197
	18,358
	37
	50,130
	11,592
	23
	52,470
	11,513
	22
	49,440
	10,409
	21
	45,264
	10,075
	22
	42,759
	9,437
	22
	44,175
	9,728
	22
	44,454
	9,801
	22

	Education
	25,816
	10,787
	42
	20,162
	5,323
	26
	21,175
	5,514
	26
	20,127
	4,680
	23
	18,489
	3,353
	18
	17,783
	3,848
	22
	18,780
	4,386
	23
	19,601
	4,761
	24

	Engineering
	14,597
	3,473
	24
	13,941
	1,732
	12
	14,009
	1,597
	11
	12,693
	1,757
	14
	13,497
	1,438
	11
	13,439
	1,710
	13
	13,229
	1,430
	11
	13,124
	1,407
	11

	Dentistry
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	1,648
	846
	51
	1,175
	781
	66
	1,163
	674
	58
	1,133
	597
	53

	Nursing
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	8,550
	620
	7
	9,054
	836
	9
	8,991
	1,393
	15
	9,096
	1,473
	16

	Medicine
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	7,027
	4,794
	68
	6,453
	4,356
	68
	7,135
	4,029
	56
	8,076
	4,768
	59

	Health Other
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	13,931
	5,448
	39
	12,240
	4,119
	34
	13,576
	4,071
	30
	14,114
	4,038
	29

	       Health (b)
	36,113
	15,109
	42
	34,266
	15,859
	46
	32,373
	13,681
	42
	31,210
	12,224
	39
	31,156
	11,708
	38
	28,922
	10,092
	35
	30,865
	10,167
	33
	32,419
	10,876
	34

	Law
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	11,058
	4,344
	39
	11,086
	4,474
	40
	8,519
	3,975
	47
	8,657
	3,478
	40

	Legal Studies
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	1,051
	414
	39
	1,013
	337
	33
	4,794
	1,055
	22
	4,887
	1,266
	26

	       Law/Legal Studies (c)
	11,753
	6,406
	55
	11,393
	5,997
	53
	10,989
	4,802
	44
	11,103
	3,875
	35
	12,109
	4,758
	39
	12,099
	4,811
	40
	13,313
	5,030
	38
	13,544
	4,744
	35

	Science
	33,666
	8,546
	25
	31,939
	3,331
	10
	32,449
	2,958
	9
	31,010
	3,324
	11
	30,367
	1,710
	6
	30,473
	2,134
	7
	28,491
	2,102
	7
	29,200
	2,774
	10

	Veterinary Science
	1,397
	906
	65
	1,538
	1,246
	81
	1,498
	1,172
	78
	1,291
	802
	62
	1,558
	1,248
	80
	1,560
	1,194
	77
	1,586
	987
	62
	1,742
	1,119
	64

	Other
	13
	13
	100
	25
	25
	100
	0
	0
	..
	18
	18
	100
	0
	0
	..
	0
	0
	..
	0
	0
	..
	0
	0
	..

	Total
	249,235
	91,347
	37
	238,465
	70,626
	30
	242,410
	65,267
	27
	228,038
	55,023
	24
	217,733
	47,968
	22
	207,605
	43,934
	21
	210,085
	44,708
	21
	214,232
	46,370
	22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Eligible applicants

	
	
	2001 (d)
	
	
	2002 (d)
	

	
	
	Not receiving
	
	Not Receiving

	Broad
	
	offer
	 
	Offer

	Field of Education
	Total
	No.
	%  
	Total
	No.
	%  

	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	4,819
	371
	8
	4,894
	-62
	-1

	Architecture
	5,765
	1,837
	32
	5,791
	1,843
	32

	Society/Culture/Creative Art
	55,258
	9,527
	17
	58,836
	11,863
	20

	Management/Commerce
	38,357
	7,570
	20
	37,552
	8,736
	23

	Education
	20,000
	5,676
	28
	22,575
	7,787
	34

	Engineering
	12,191
	1,264
	10
	12,274
	1,398
	11

	Dental Studies
	671
	346
	52
	982
	573
	58

	Nursing
	9,507
	1,544
	16
	11,314
	2,934
	26

	Medical Studies
	7,540
	4,565
	61
	6,834
	5,283
	77

	Health Other
	16,187
	3,526
	22
	17,510
	5,002
	29

	    Health (b)
	33,905
	9,981
	29
	36,640
	13,792
	38

	Law
	11,145
	2,545
	23
	12,863
	5,069
	39

	Justice/Law Enforcement
	1,607
	398
	25
	1,522
	250
	16

	    Law/Legal Studies (c)
	12,752
	2,943
	23
	14,385
	5,319
	37

	Natural & Physical Science
	14,330
	-292
	-2
	15,140
	-1,209
	-8

	Information Technology
	15,130
	4,570
	30
	13,030
	3,246
	25

	Veterinary Studies
	1,546
	979
	63
	1,611
	1,212
	75

	Total
	214,053
	44,426
	21
	222,728
	53,925
	24


Notes::
(a) The individual figures for Dentistry, Nursing, Medicine, Health Other, Law and Legal Studies from 1993 - 1996 were not collected.
(b) The Broad Field of Study "Health" is the sum of Dentistry, Nursing, Medicine and Health Other

(c) The Broad Field of Study "Law/Legal" Studies is the sum of Law and Legal Studies.

(d) Data for 2001 and 2002 was not included in the time series of 1993 to 2000 as it was collected on a different basis. The 2001and 2002 data was coded in ASCED and the new definition of applicant was used.

The revised definition of applicant is "those students who have applied via the Admission Centre and indicate a university undergraduate course either as their first or second preference on their application".

      Negative number of eligible applicants not receiving an offer as shown in the table, is a result of offers made to eligible applicants based on preference(s) other than their first or second.  
Appendix 2

GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE ON WELFARE SERVICES AS A PROPORTION OF GDP, OECD MEMBER COUNTRIES, 1985‑1997 (PER CENT)

	

	OECD financial year (a)
	Rank of countries

	Country
1985
1990
1995
1997
in 1997

	Australia(b)
n.a.
0.90
1.18
1.25
11

	Austria
0.83
0.85
1.08
1.27
10

	Belgium
0.26
0.27
0.54
0.63
17

	Canada
1.21
1.19
1.01
2.43
6

	Czech Republic
n.a.
0.41
0.54
0.51
23

	Denmark
4.56
5.12
5.56
5.53
2

	Finland
2.32
2.80
3.28
3.26
4

	France
1.01
1.14
1.28
1.99
7

	Germany(c)
0.89
0.92
1.43
1.62
9

	Greece
0.02
1.08
0.89
0.98
12

	Iceland
n.a.
n.a.
3.14
3.24
5

	Ireland
0.65
0.51
0.59
0.56
19

	Italy
0.31
0.62
0.51
0.53
22

	Japan
0.37
0.37
0.51
0.55
=20

	Korea
n.a.
0.21
0.28
0.40
25

	Luxembourg
0.48
0.75
0.89
0.88
14

	Mexico
0.06
0.24
0.39
0.26
26

	Netherlands
0.91
1.08
1.03
0.64
=15

	New Zealand(d)
0.24
0.15
0.10
0.11
28

	Norway
2.17
4.29
5.23
4.54
3

	Poland
n.a.
0.25
0.40
0.45
24

	Portugal
0.19
0.37
0.55
0.55
=20

	Spain
0.16
0.36
0.40
0.60
18

	Sweden
4.54
4.73
5.28
5.98
1

	Switzerland
0.54
0.86
1.09
0.90
13

	Turkey
0.07
0.06
0.09
0.16
27

	United Kingdom
0.94
1.53
2.18
1.91
8

	United States of America
0.66
0.60
0.72
0.64
=15

	All countries' average(e)
1.02
1.17
1.43
1.51


  (a)
See definition of 'OECD financial year' in Box A2.1.

(b)
State/Territory government expenditure data available from 1987 only.

(c)
Data for 1985 and 1990 relate to West Germany only; 1995 and 1997 data refer to the unified Germany.

(d)
Data for 1985 are for the financial year commencing 1 April 1985, subsequent data refer to the financial year


commencing 1 July in the year indicated.

(e)
Unweighted mean.  Excludes Australia, Czech Republic, Iceland, Korea and Poland in 1985.  Excludes Iceland in 1990. 

Note: 
he System of National Accounts 1968' (SNA68) definition of GDP is used here, which means that GDP is generally about 2‑3% lower compared to GDP under SNA93, resulting in slightly higher welfare services expenditure‑to GDP ratios.. Source: Australia‑AIHW welfare services expenditure database other countries-OECD unpublished data.
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“The question which is agitating the world today is neither one of the form of government nor of politics. It is a social question. It is the struggle between those who have nothing and those who have too much, it is a clash between wealth and poverty, which is shaking the ground at our feet. Our duty as Christians is to throw ourselves between the two camps, in order to accomplish through charity what justice alone cannot do.”





Frederic Ozanam 


(Founder of St Vincent de Paul Society)
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DID YOU KNOW:





39.1% of Australians 16+ yrs old (5.8m people) 


earn under $300 p/w





28.6% of Australian households (over 4.6m* people) 


earn under $500 p/w





21.1% of Australian households (over 3.4m* people) 


earn under $400 p/w











COULD YOU LIVE ON THAT?
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Transport
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		Transport

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average
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alcohol
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		Pecent change		0		0		48.0526457158		35.6963788301
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				Lowest 20%		Highest 20%		All households		Lowest 20% (actual)		Highest 20% (actual)		Lowest 20%		Highest 20%		All households		Lowest 20% (real)		Highest 20% (real)

		1984		116.23		956.97		453.6		-337.37		503.37		214.5		1766.04		837.1		-622.6		928.94

		1988		143.48		1371.6		636.05		-492.57		735.55		188.72		1804.11		836.62		-647.9		967.49

		1993		151.65		1608.77		723.23		-571.58		885.54		167.31		1774.89		797.91		-630.6		976.98

		1998		159.62		1996.29		879.22		-719.6		1117.07		159.62		1996.29		879.22		-719.6		1117.07
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Health hes 

		Hes spending on heath lowest quintile and average

		Medical care and health expenses

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average

				10.28		21.68		17.21		32.47

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		% change health spending lowest 20% Aust 1988/89-1998/99		% change health spending Aust average 1988/89-1998/99

		Pecent change		0		0		67.4124513619		49.7693726937
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Transport

		Hes spending on transport lowest quintile and average

		Transport

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average

				29.54		76.13		48.15		117.82

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		% change transport spending lowest 20% Aust 1988/89-1998/99		% change transport spending Aust average 1988/89-1998/99

		Pecent change		0		0		62.9993229519		54.7615920137
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fuel and power

		Hes spending on fuel and power lowest quintile and average

		Fuel and power

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average

				8.75		12.87		12.85		17.87

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		% change fuel spending lowest 20% Aust 1988/89-1998/99		% change fuel spending Aust average 1988/89-1998/99

		Pecent change		0		0		46.8571428571		38.85003885
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		Hes spending on alcohol lowest quintile and average

		Alcohol

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average

				6.82		16.9		7.26		20.43

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		% change alcohol spending lowest 20% Aust 1988/89-1998/99		% change alcohol spending Aust average 1988/89-1998/99

		Pecent change		0		0		6.4516129032		20.8875739645
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tobacco

		Hes spending on Tobacco lowest quintile and average

		Tobacco

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average

				4.3		6.89		6.59		10.74

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		% change tobacco spending lowest 20% Aust 1988/89-1998/99		% change tobacco spending Aust average 1988/89-1998/99

		Pecent change		0		0		53.2558139535		55.87808418
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		Hes spending on transport lowest quintile and average

		Housing

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		1998/99 lowest 20%		1998/1999 average

				37.23		71.8		55.12		97.43

				1988/99 lowest 20%		1988/99 average		% change housing spending lowest 20% Aust 1988/89-1998/99		% change housing spending Aust average 1988/89-1998/99

		Pecent change		0		0		48.0526457158		35.6963788301
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education with CPI 1985

				Mar.1982		Jun.1982		Sep.1982		Dec.1982		Mar.1983		Jun.1983		Sep.1983		Dec.1983		Mar.1984		Jun.1984		Sep.1984		Dec.1984		Mar.1985		Jun.1985		Sep.1985		Dec.1985		Mar.1986		Jun.1986		Sep.1986		Dec.1986		Mar.1987		Jun.1987		Sep.1987		Dec.1987		Mar.1988		Jun.1988		Sep.1988		Dec.1988		Mar.1989		Jun.1989		Sep.1989		Dec.1989		Mar.1990		Jun.1990		Sep.1990		Dec.1990		Mar.1991		Jun.1991		Sep.1991		Dec.1991		Mar.1992		Jun.1992		Sep.1992		Dec.1992		Mar.1993		Jun.1993		Sep.1993		Dec.1993		Mar.1994		Jun.1994		Sep.1994		Dec.1994		Mar.1995		Jun.1995		Sep.1995		Dec.1995		Mar.1996		Jun.1996		Sep.1996		Dec.1996		Mar.1997		Jun.1997		Sep.1997		Dec.1997		Mar.1998		Jun.1998		Sep.1998		Dec.1998		Mar.1999		Jun.1999		Sep.1999		Dec.1999		Mar.2000		Jun.2000		Sep.2000		Dec.2000		Mar.2001		Jun.2001		Sep.2001		Dec.2001		Mar.2002		Jun.2002		Sep.2002

		TABLE 7J. CPI: Education, Weighted Average of Eight Capital

		Cities

		CPI all groups																										68.1		69.7		71.3		72.7		74.4		75.6		77.6		79.8		81.4		82.6		84		85.5		87		88.5		90.2		92		92.9		95.2		97.4		99.2		100.9		102.5		103.3		106		105.8		106		106.6		107.6		107.6		107.3		107.4		107.9		108.9		109.3		109.8		110		110.4		111.2		111.9		112.8		114.7		116.2		117.6		118.5		119		119.8		120.1		120.3		120.5		120.2		119.7		120		120.3		121		121.3		121.9		121.8		122.3		123.4		124.1		125.2		126.2		130.9		131.3		132.7		133.8		134.2		135.4		136.6		137.6		138.5

		Index Numbers (Index Numbers)(a)

		Education		44.8		44.8		44.8		44.8		50.8		50.8		50.8		50.8		56.3		56.3		56.6		56.6		61.2		61.2		61.3		61.3		67.3		67.4		67.4		67.4		74.3		74.3		74.3		74.3		83.1		83.1		83.1		83.1		93.4		93.4		93.4		93.4		106.6		106.6		106.6		106.6		117.5		117.5		117.5		117.5		126.7		126.7		126.7		126.7		132.1		132.1		132.1		132.1		136.8		136.8		136.8		136.8		142.9		142.9		142.9		142.9		151.1		151.1		151.1		151.1		160.8		160.8		160.8		160.8		170.3		170.3		170.3		170.3		177.8		177.8		177.8		177.8		187.0		187.0		187.3		187.5		195.4		195.4		195.4		195.5		204.6		204.6		205.0

		Preschool and primary  education(c)																																																																																																																																														0.0		0.0		0.0		100.0		100.0		100.4		104.8		104.8		105.0		105.3		111.0		111.1		112.2

		Secondary education(c)																																																																																																																																														0.0		0.0		0.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		106.3		106.3		106.3		106.3		113.1		113.1		113.1

		Tertiary education(c)																																																																																																																																														0.0		0.0		0.0		100.0		100.3		100.3		102.9		102.9		102.9		102.9		106.0		106.0		106.0

		Percentage Change From Previous Period

		Education				0.0		0.0		0.0		13.4		0.0		0.0		0.0		10.8		0.0		0.5		0.0		8.1		0.0		0.2		0.0		9.8		0.1		0.0		0.0		10.2		0.0		0.0		0.0		11.8		0.0		0.0		0.0		12.4		0.0		0.0		0.0		14.1		0.0		0.0		0.0		10.2		0.0		0.0		0.0		7.8		0.0		0.0		0.0		4.3		0.0		0.0		0.0		3.6		0.0		0.0		0.0		4.5		0.0		0.0		0.0		5.7		0.0		0.0		0.0		6.4		0.0		0.0		0.0		5.9		0.0		0.0		0.0		4.4		0.0		0.0		0.0		5.2		0.0		0.2		0.1		4.2		0.0		0.0		0.1		4.7		0.0		0.2

		Preschool and primary  education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.0		0.4		4.4		0.0		0.2		0.3		5.4		0.1		1.0

		Secondary education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.0		0.0		6.3		0.0		0.0		0.0		6.4		0.0		0.0

		Tertiary education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.3		0.0		2.6		0.0		0.0		0.0		3.0		0.0		0.0

		Percentage Change from Corresponding Quarter of Previous Year

		Education										13.4		13.4		13.4		13.4		10.8		10.8		11.4		11.4		8.7		8.7		8.3		8.3		10.0		10.1		10.0		10.0		10.4		10.2		10.2		10.2		11.8		11.8		11.8		11.8		12.4		12.4		12.4		12.4		14.1		14.1		14.1		14.1		10.2		10.2		10.2		10.2		7.8		7.8		7.8		7.8		4.3		4.3		4.3		4.3		3.6		3.6		3.6		3.6		4.5		4.5		4.5		4.5		5.7		5.7		5.7		5.7		6.4		6.4		6.4		6.4		5.9		5.9		5.9		5.9		4.4		4.4		4.4		4.4		5.2		5.2		5.3		5.5		4.5		4.5		4.3		4.3		4.7		4.7		4.9

		Preschool and primary  education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.0		0.0		0.0		4.8		5.0		4.9		5.9		6.0		6.9

		Secondary education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.0		0.0		0.0		6.3		6.3		6.3		6.4		6.4		6.4

		Tertiary education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.0		0.0		0.0		2.9		2.6		2.6		3.0		3.0		3.0

		Contribution to Total CPI (Index Points)(b)

		Education																																																																																																																																																				3.39		3.40		3.40		3.54		3.54		3.55		3.55		3.71		3.71		3.72

		Preschool and primary  education(c)																																																																																																																																																				0.64		0.64		0.64		0.67		0.67		0.67		0.67		0.71		0.71		0.71

		Secondary education(c)																																																																																																																																																				1.18		1.18		1.18		1.25		1.25		1.25		1.25		1.33		1.33		1.33

		Tertiary education(c)																																																																																																																																																				1.58		1.58		1.58		1.62		1.62		1.62		1.62		1.67		1.67		1.67

		Change in Contribution to Total CPI

		Education																																																																																																																																																						0.01		0.00		0.14		0.00		0.01		0.00		0.16		0.00		0.01

		Preschool and primary  education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.00		0.00		0.03		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.04		0.00		0.00

		Secondary education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.00		0.00		0.07		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.08		0.00		0.00

		Tertiary education(c)																																																																																																																																																						0.00		0.00		0.04		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.05		0.00		0.00

		(a) Unless otherwise specified, base of each index : 1989-90 = 100.0

		(b) Expressed as All groups index points.

		(c) Base: June quarter 2000 = 100.0
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