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1. Introduction

Poverty in South Australia has increased over the last two decades.  A major study carried out by SACOSS and the University of SA released in April 2001 showed new evidence of rising poverty and inequality. The study indicated that more South Australians are in financial hardship.  SACOSS is strongly of the view that we can reverse this trend.  The study also showed that public investment in social services and infrastructure does make a difference.  

SACOSS is the peak body for social services in South Australia that works towards the elimination of poverty and discrimination, a just and equitable distribution of resources and improved services to support individuals and families.  The organisation believes that all Australians have the right to live a decent life.  This includes having somewhere to live, food and clothes, access to employment, justice, education and health, having enough money, feeling safe, being able to get around, and having access to information and services.

This submission was prepared by the SACOSS Policy Council.  The Policy Council has elected members from the following organisations:  Community Housing Council, Community and Neighbourhood Houses and Centres Association, Port Adelaide Central Mission, Youth Affairs Council of SA, Association of Non-Government Organisations of SA, Adelaide Central Community Health Services, Lutheran Community Care, Offenders Aid and Rehabilitation Services, Southern Junction Youth Service, Welfare Rights Centre, St Johns Youth Service, Shelter SA,  Migrant Resource Centre, SA Community Health Association, Port Pirie Central Mission, City of Salisbury, Council on the Ageing SA, Carers Association of SA, University of SA (Social Policy Research Group), Volunteering SA, Anglicare, Mental Illness Fellowship of SA, Multicultural Communities Council, Murray Mallee Health and Community Services Network and the Aboriginal Drug and Alcohol Council of SA.  Sonia Martin, from the University of SA, prepared the first substantial draft.  Case studies were provided by the Welfare Rights Centre, the Low Income Support Program network and the Carers’ Association of SA.

We refer you to the submission prepared by the Australian Council of Social Service (ACOSS) for elaboration of many of the points made in this submission.  We support the ACOSS recommendations and in this document refer only to key directions required and the particular circumstances in South Australia. 

SACOSS welcomes the initiative of the Senate to explore issues of poverty and inequality in Australia, employment, income support and other programs and supports.  In addressing the terms of reference for the Inquiry this submission reports changing levels of poverty and inequality and focuses on employment, education and housing as key contributing factors to social and economic exclusion.   

In industrialised countries poverty is fundamentally tied to adequacy of income.  While state and local governments and non-government organisations have a major role to play in tackling poverty their success will be aided or impeded by Federal income security policy. The current income security system is, by international comparison, a solid and active system.  However, in several significant ways it fails to ensure the welfare of people who do not receive income from other sources. Many payments are inadequate, the system is complex and penalties are too harsh.  (See 6.1 for further details)  Last year (2001-02) in South Australia, $14.6 million in penalties was taken from the already inadequate income of unemployed people and students.

Samantha,21, drove to the Riverland to look for work.  She slept in her car and eventually found work fruit-picking.  While there, Centrelink wrote to her home address, telling her to attend an interview.  She did not get this letter until she returned.  She informed Centrelink that she had missed the interview because she was away looking for work.  Her employer confirmed that she had been in the Riverland at the time.  However, the breach was upheld. As this was her third breach in a two year period, she lost her income for eight weeks.

2. Poverty

2.1 What is poverty? 

The images that come to mind when people think about poverty typically include malnourished children and their families living with inadequate food, clothing, shelter, and running water.  This is referred to as absolute poverty because life’s basic necessities are not being met; a characteristic typical of many of the poorest third world countries.  Poverty in the industrialised nations is not often conceptualised in this manner but rather is referred to as relative to the living standards of the rest of the population.  Relative poverty is said to exist when a group of people are unable to participate in the full life of the community due to inadequate income.  As observed by Whiteford (1997) most researchers agree that a relative measure of poverty based on average earnings is more appropriate because it reflects the living standards of the rest of the population and avoids the value judgements involved in defining adequacy and the composition of a basket of goods and services that is required in the formulation of an absolute poverty line.  

Both types of poverty are typically identified by applying a ‘poverty line’ to the distribution of incomes across a nation.  Poverty lines are defined by Johnson (1987: 45) as ‘…benchmark income levels for various types of family income unit…[i]f the income of a family income unit is less than the benchmark applicable to it, then the family is considered to be in poverty’.

Defining and measuring poverty is far removed from the concerns of a person living it.  To them poverty means not being able to withstand unexpected but common occurrences like sudden illness, the breakdown of the hot water service, an accident or the repair of the fence.  It means disappointing their children with few Christmas presents and no birthday party or going in to a strange class because they can’t afford the school camp.  It means dropping out of team sports, no regular hair cuts, moving house, no car insurance, no meals out, and juggling casual shifts with school hours.

I’m on a disability pension and looking after three kids on my own.  It is difficult with extra bills and we run out of cash.  We can’t afford the extra food the kids want because of the bills.

2.2 How do we measure poverty?

There are a number of ways of measuring poverty and formulating poverty lines but most approaches base their analyses on measures of income.  In Australia, the most widely used, although heavily criticised, poverty measure is that of Ronald Henderson (1975).  Based on a 1973 national survey of incomes carried out by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), the Commission of Inquiry into Poverty chaired by Professor Henderson investigated the extent of ‘primary poverty’ or poverty due to inadequate income.  The poverty benchmark used in this study was updated from the benchmark income of a 1966 study of poverty in Melbourne (Henderson, Harcourt & Harper 1970).  The benchmark income was the disposable income required to support the basic needs of a family of two adults and two dependent children.  Using equivalence scales, Henderson devised poverty lines for different family types.  The application of these scales enabled comparisons to be drawn between different households because they account for different levels of need based on household size.  

Equal to the 1966 Melbourne survey, the Commission’s poverty line in 1973 was set at ‘an austere low level’ of 56.5 per cent of seasonally adjusted average earnings in Australia for a standard family of two parents and two children with the head of the household working, and 50.8 per cent for the same family with the head not working (Henderson 1975).  Since then, the Henderson Poverty Line has, and continues to be, updated by changes in average earnings using an index of per capita household disposable income.  These relative poverty line estimates are updated and produced quarterly by the Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research.

Aside from being a conservative measure of poverty, one of the strengths of the Henderson methodology is that it recognises the influence of housing costs, labour force status and family size on poverty and integrates these variables into the analysis.  The significance of these factors are self evident: housing costs are important because they are typically the largest recurring fixed cost in household budgets; family size affects the level of financial demand; and, labour force status influences the amount of income and work related expenditure.  While this breadth is desirable it does, however, present a number of methodological issues. 

Since Henderson’s landmark studies, many researchers have followed in his footsteps by using his methodology in the calculation of income poverty although often with some modification.  Indeed, much of the scholarly literature of the last three decades has been dominated by technical discussions about appropriate and alternative methodologies, more often than not framed in terms of the limitations of the Henderson methodology.  

While further refinement of poverty methodology is important and measurement issues ought to be addressed, this should not come at the expense of discussing the causes and consequences of poverty.  As argued by Saunders (Saunders 1994;1996) the Henderson methodology is still useful, and remains the most widely accepted measure of poverty in Australia in terms of producing quantitative estimates of poverty both at a particular point and across time.  It is nevertheless important not to rely exclusively on measures of income poverty to assess the extent of disadvantage within a community. 

Acknowledging the other end of the income spectrum, research into inequality is a valuable contribution to poverty research because it helps to explain the entire distribution of income rather than just focussing on the lower end of the income scale.  Inequality research offers an assessment of the way in which social and economic wealth is distributed across a community and provides a picture of the winners and losers in a market economy.  In this respect an analysis of poverty is strengthened by an examination of inequality.  

More recently researchers have recognised the importance of including other variables into their analysis of poverty to cover things like community participation and social inclusion.  Intangible forms of assistance such as that provided by family and neighbourhood networks obviously help to alleviate the circumstances of poverty and enhance social and community participation if they are available.

Social exclusion has also been recognised by governments as an important dimension of poverty that needs to be addressed.  Following in the footsteps of New Labour in the United Kingdom, the Labor Government of South Australia has recently set up the Social Inclusion unit which aims to ‘…examine the complex and interrelated causes of disadvantage and adopt a whole of government, and more importantly, a whole of community response’ (Australian Labor Party 2002).  At this stage it is too early to determine how the Government’s social inclusion agenda will translate into policy and practice.

2.3 Poverty and Location

Geographic location is also receiving increasing attention as a contributor to poverty.  Spatial inequality research across Australia by Gregory and Hunter (1995) analyses high and low income in Local Government Areas (LGAs) and concludes that spatial income inequality has become more pronounced between 1986 and 1996.  In a later publication, Gregory and Hunter (1996) examine trends in the distribution of income and employment across Australia using Census data between the period 1976 to 1991 and conclude that the increase in inequality has been greater across neighbourhoods than across individuals and families in Australia as a whole.  They also found a concentration of unemployment in particular neighbourhoods suggesting that labour market mobility is low in some areas.  The decline in manufacturing employment was particularly significant for low-income areas contributing to the increase in regional inequality in Australia over the past two decades.  The authors conclude that the decline in manufacturing employment has been a major contributor to the increase in regional inequality in Australia over the past two decades (Gregory & Hunter 1996).  The findings suggest a good deal of locational inflexibility of labour based on an analysis of employment patterns across neighbourhoods.

Gregory and Sheehan (1998) found a remarkable change in spatial patterns of income and employment at the neighbourhood level in the Australian labour market since the 1970s.  Job opportunities became less evenly distributed between cities and within cities.  Contrary to expectation, and free market economic theory, workers were less mobile than industry and capital.  This exacerbated existing differences in income and wealth among neighbourhoods and led to pockets of entrenched unemployment and resultant disadvantage.

More recent research conducted by the National Centre of Social and Economic Modelling (2000) explores the belief that there is a growing divide between the cities and the bush.  Using amended Census data between the period 1986-1996, NATSEM concludes that regional Australia is not uniformly disadvantaged and not uniformly declining.  While the incomes of metropolitan households increased by about double the rate of households in major urban centres and regional and rural towns, it was farmers living in rural areas who enjoyed the strongest increase in household income between 1991 and 1996.  The biggest losers appear to be the residents of small rural towns (National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling 2000).  These findings are likely to paint a more positive picture for some regional towns over others because some parts of the agricultural sector grew more strongly during this period.

The observation that regional Australia is not uniformly disadvantaged and declining is reinforced by a recent SACOSS/UniSA study by Carson and Martin (2001) of locational disadvantage in South Australia.  Using Census 1996 data the study revealed that the areas of greatest socio-economic disadvantage in South Australia were the metropolitan areas of Enfield and Elizabeth, followed by the remote parts of regional Whyalla and the Riverland (Carson & Martin 2001).  This finding contests the idea that the ‘bush is doing it tough’ and highlights the importance of not formulating policies designed to favour all rural and regional areas to the neglect of urban areas that may be facing more extreme disadvantage.

2.4 Has poverty changed over the past 20 years?

Using the Henderson methodology, recent work by Carson and Martin (2001) reveals significant increases in the level of poverty since the early 1980s.  Since 1981-82 the rate of household poverty in South Australia has more than doubled, rising from 10 per cent to 23.3 per cent in 1997-98.  It is in this State that the most dramatic increase in poverty has occurred and South Australia had the highest recorded level of poverty in 1997-98.  While lower housing costs in this State have moderated the extent of poverty, even when these are considered there has been a clear increase in poverty from 5.2 per cent to 11.8 per cent (Carson & Martin 2001: 2). 

[image: image3.wmf]
The figures in Graph 1 reveal two identifiable periods of sharp increases in poverty that occurred during the recession of the early 1980s and again in the second half of the 1990s.  While poverty rates during the late 1980s and mid 1990s declined, this was nowhere near the extent necessary to offset the sharp increases in poverty.  This suggests that many families did not recover the ground they lost during the recession in the early 1980s (Carson & Martin 2001).

Graph 1: 
Aggregate poverty, 1981-82 to 1997-98
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2.5 Has inequality changed over the past 20 years?

The most recent study of poverty and inequality in South Australia shows that South Australia is the most equal mainland State in the nation after Tasmania and the Territories combined (Carson & Martin 2001).  Inequality in South Australia has also been consistently lower than the Australian average for the last two decades (Carson & Martin 2001).  Regardless of fluctuations over time, South Australia shows consistently lower inequality than the national average and in spite of an overall increase in poverty since 1981 after some fluctuation and steady decline from a high in 1985-86 (Carson & Martin 2001).
Prima facie less inequality in South Australia is a positive development because it indicates a more even distribution of wealth than the other States, but this masks the amount of the States’ wealth.  The same study by Carson and Martin (2001) shows that South Australia is the lowest income state in Australia (Graph 3).  Using an average (mean) income measure South Australia reports the lowest mean income for both before and after-housing income at $25,029 and $21,139 respectively.  Tasmania follows a close second, reporting $25,736 before housing and $22,296 after housing (Carson & Martin 2001).  The high level of aggregate mean income for the Territories, at $34,642 before housing and $28,608 after housing, may be explained by above average incomes in the ACT (Carson & Martin 2001).  These figures compare with the national average for both before and after-housing income of $28,074 and $23,536 respectively (Carson & Martin 2001).  This reinforces earlier observations that while lower housing costs moderate poverty in South Australia it is, nevertheless, a very low income State.  

Graph 3: 
Mean before and after housing income, Australian States and Territories 1997-98
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 Carson & Martin (2001: 24)
While measures of aggregate income are important indicators of inequality across Australia, they reveal little about the nature of inequality within South Australia and the way in which wealth has been shared.  One of the ways in which this limitation may be overcome is to report the proportions of people with low and high incomes by classifying the population into quintiles.  Table 1 identifies the proportion of the population with the lowest share of income and it is clear that South Australia has the highest number of households receiving equivalised incomes below $10,761 and the lowest proportion of the population receiving higher incomes above $42,628.

 Table 1: 
States and Territories population shares 1997-98

	Location
	Lowest Quintile
	Second Lowest Quintile
	Middle Quintile
	Second Highest Quintile
	Highest Quintile

	New South Wales
	0.097
	0.146
	0.171
	0.207
	0.379

	Victoria
	0.106
	0.130
	0.188
	0.216
	0.360

	Queensland
	0.090
	0.145
	0.180
	0.218
	0.368

	South Australia
	0.127
	0.167
	0.185
	0.228
	0.292

	Western Australia
	0.093
	0.153
	0.167
	0.232
	0.355

	Tasmania
	0.123
	0.142
	0.174
	0.260
	0.302

	Territories
	0.092
	0.109
	0.106
	0.236
	0.457


Carson & Martin(2001: 28)
Table 2 shows that South Australia has the second highest, after Tasmania, proportion of income associated with low income households and the second lowest, again after Tasmania, share of income associated with high income households.

Table 2: 
States and Territories income shares 1997-98

	Location
	Lowest Quintile
	Second Lowest Quintile
	Middle Quintile
	Second Highest Quintile
	Highest Quintile

	New South Wales
	0.039
	0.087
	0.139
	0.210
	0.524

	Victoria
	0.043
	0.081
	0.166
	0.205
	0.505

	Queensland
	0.038
	0.098
	0.153
	0.222
	0.489

	South Australia
	0.053
	0.106
	0.163
	0.245
	0.433

	Western Australia
	0.037
	0.086
	0.142
	0.222
	0.513

	Tasmania
	0.054
	0.105
	0.157
	0.255
	0.430

	Territories
	0.023
	0.052
	0.089
	0.230
	0.605


Carson & Martin (2001: 28)
These findings into inequality are similarly reflected in the literature with most researchers agreeing that there has been an increase in inequality during this period.  NATSEM (2000), for example, finds that South Australia performs particularly poorly together with Tasmania.  In both States average real incomes fell between 1991 and 1996, while in the rest of the nation average real incomes increased, effectively sharpening the divide between States with high and low incomes during the early 1990s.  The authors find that slow economic growth and industry restructuring in Adelaide prompted a rise of approximately 3.5 per cent of low income earners, while those at the other end of the income scale remained stagnant (National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling 2000). Significantly, South Australia was the only State that failed to report an increase in the proportion of households with high incomes.

Similarly, Saunders (1992) and EPAC (Economic Planning Advisory Commission 1995) identify a growing dispersion of wages that appears to be the greatest single factor leading to growing inequality of income.  Contributing to the dispersion of wages and rising inequality is the shift towards enterprise bargaining in the 1990s, albeit with some variation across industries (Hook 1999).  Recent work by Hook (1999) finds that an increasing gap between those workers with bargaining power employed by organisations willing to invest in employees and those employees who are not in a position to bargain with employers appears to be emerging. 

2.6 Which groups are poor?

In the 1970s the dominant profiles of poor people were aged pensioners and indigenous Australians.  Now we can draw a more diverse picture of poor Australians which includes unemployed young people, families with breadwinners in low-paid or no work and sole-parent households.

Throughout Australia sole parents with three or more dependent children and older (over 65) single people are the most at risk of poverty (Carson & Martin 2001: 6-7).  Even after housing costs are taken into account, sole parents with three dependent children are most at risk followed closely by two parent couples with large families (Table 3).  While poverty among older persons is concerning, this poverty is moderated by life-cycle factors such as higher levels of home ownership as indicated by the after-housing figures.  

In South Australia, single people and sole parent households face higher risks of before housing poverty while couples with dependent children have the highest rates of poverty once housing costs have been accounted for (Carson & Martin 2001).  This suggests that single and sole parent households are benefiting from low housing costs, including public housing.  The exception is single young people whose before- and after-housing poverty rates remain much the same. The poverty experienced by households after housing costs have been deducted is even more concerning when one considers that the costs of maintenance and insurance have not been included in the calculations.

Table 3: 
Before and after housing poverty estimates for income unit types; 1997-98

	Income Units
	National Before-Housing Poverty %
	National After-Housing Poverty %
	SA Before-Housing Poverty %
	SA After-Housing Poverty %

	Single 21-24
	31.1
	8.1
	33.3
	12.3

	Single Persons Aged 25-44 
	18.4
	6.2
	21.1
	5.4

	Single Persons Aged 45-64
	33.3
	4.1
	35.5
	4.4

	Aged Single Persons (65+)
	50.8
	5.0
	56.0
	2.2

	Aged Couples
	14.5
	12.9
	10.5
	6.4

	Non-Aged Childless Couples
	7.7
	8.2
	13.7
	10.7

	Couple One Child
	7.5
	11.1
	14.0
	12.5

	Couple Two Children
	10.6
	15.3
	14.3
	12.6

	Couple Three Children
	14.6
	18.0
	23.7
	18.0

	Couple Four or More Children
	23.9
	23.8
	*
	*

	Sole Parent, One Child
	34.9
	13.0
	44.7
	7.5

	Sole Parent, Two Children
	30.2
	12.2
	31.8
	11.1

	Sole Parent, Three Children
	55.2
	24.8
	*
	*

	Aggregate Poverty
	17.9
	12.0
	23.3
	11.8


Carson & Martin (2001: 6) * Sample size too small to be statistically significant (ie; <20)
Note: Sole parents with 4 or more children were excluded because the sample sizes were too small.

Those households experiencing the most pronounced poverty are single people aged 21-24 who report an average difference between their incomes and the poverty line of 12 per cent (Carson & Martin 2001: 8).  Once housing costs are accounted for, sole parents with two children report the greatest depth of poverty at 11 per cent.  Since 1981-82 poverty has deepened for all household types except couples with dependent children, which decreased from 0.094 to 0.032 points in 1997-98 (Carson & Martin 2001: 9). 

There are a number of possible explanations for the particularly high rates of poverty in South Australia.  Two explanations include the lower wage rates in this State and the higher proportion of people in the State who are in receipt of government income support.  This, in turn, is linked to our more significant ageing profile and struggling local economy.  With reference to youth wage rates, Gregory (1999) argues that prior to 1984 there was a strong similarity in wage movements between age groups. Then from 1984 the gap between the wages of young adults aged 20-24 and those aged 45-54 began to open up.  Between 1984 and 1996 the base wage of young adult men in full time work had fallen 20 per cent relative to men aged 45-54 (Gregory 1999).  

Relatively few Australians live in sole parent families but those who do report the highest levels of poverty before and after housing nationally, and in South Australia they follow closely behind the poverty rate for single people.  In 1997-98 30 per cent of sole parent families nationally faced poverty.  In South Australia, 38 per cent of all sole parent households were in poverty, which represents 17,000 households (Carson & Martin 2001: 18).  While poverty for this group is lower once housing costs are taken into account, sole parents are also likely to experience difficulties accessing appropriate and affordable private housing, particularly if they have a large family and require three or more bedrooms.  While housing costs are partly offset by family payments and rent assistance, these are inadequate in a tight and expensive rental market.

Research by Carson and Martin (2001) reveals some of the frustrations experienced by those on low incomes in rental accommodation who report that housing is often inferior, with for example no curtains, carpet or air-conditioning and is typically less accessible than it is for other groups especially in remote areas.  The experience of poverty for sole parent households may also be compounded by ‘having to start again’ after separating from a partner with limited resources.

Some of the accounts of sole parents from this research are reported here (Carson & Martin 2001):

Well I am seriously contemplating bankruptcy at the moment.  Every one has been telling me not to, but it’s pretty hectic too you know like it takes too long to get back on track.

I’ve been doing it for 12 years and quite frankly I am pretty damn tired.  I am telling you right now, very very tired.  I don’t sleep any more than 3 –4 hours a night because that’s it I am up wondering what I am going to do next…

She [my daughter] left about two and a half months ago.  And I only seen her last night for the first time since she left.  I tell you it hurts mate.  It really hurts.  Well its really hard because of the situation because I couldn’t give them what they needed.  Just to feed them was a big struggle.

Client X: Well I was in the house that was our home.  But he decided to lose his temper one day and told me and my kids to get out and left me and my kids with nowhere to live.  He subsequently rented the house out sold all of the furniture didn’t leave me anything.

Client Y: That’s the biggest thing isn’t it starting all over again.

Client Z: Right down to the knives and forks and the plates.

I am a single father and the last five years have been fairly traumatic.  I was basically thrown into the deep end with him, not prepared for it at all.  Its all very much female orientated.  I actually moved our family here and got a cleaning contract, it was night time work and she decided to bail.  I lost my job because I couldn’t take him to it.  I lost the house because I could no longer afford it.  The housing trust put me into a derelict home.  Back into private rental again and facing money problems all the time.  I haven’t had any maintenance from her for quite some time she got away with it for some reason.  When the new welfare reforms come in that will be added pressure on the back.  You got no chance to get up.  No chance at all.

While the number of single people and sole parent households in poverty is concerning the extent of poverty experienced by indigenous people is especially pronounced.  Unfortunately the ABS surveys used in the calculation of poverty collect insufficient data on indigenous households to make comparisons of income poverty between indigenous and non-indigenous households but there are a number of researchers that have attempted to fill this gap.

Taylor and Hunter (in Hunter & Gray 1999), for example, estimate that aggregate indigenous incomes would need to rise by $1.6 billion per annum to achieve income equality in 1996 dollars.  The reasons for such disparity are explored by Hunter and Gray (1999) who find that one important factor is the marginal attachment of many indigenous people to the labour force and the subsequent dependence on welfare payments in addition to their overall lower occupational status and educational attainment.

More recently, a case study by Henry and Smith (2002) into the Kuranda community reveals that indigenous families and households in the community remain highly dependent on income support from welfare benefits, pensions and the CDEP scheme.  Inter-generational welfare dependence for this community was pronounced with apparently no transition for young adults from school into mainstream local employment with many moving straight into welfare or CDEP payments (Henry & Smith 2002).  The authors recommend piloting a Youth Work Preparation Employment Program designed to curtail this move into welfare and to encourage movement into the labour market.

2.7 What do people think about poverty?

The Understanding Poverty project undertaken by the Brotherhood of St Laurence during 1998 and 1999 documents attitudes to and understandings of, poverty held by decision makers and the broader Australian community.  The study reveals that a majority of people know that poverty exists in Australia with 56 per cent indicating that poverty in Australia is a major problem and 39 per cent describing it as a minor problem (Johnson 2000). 

Perceptions of poverty vary between high income and low income people.  Below are contrasting views of poverty:

Higher income:  I think those people just live for today whereas we are too busy thinking of next year and ten years hence.
Lower income:  They talk about a new way of living – flexible, casual… but you can’t buy a house or get ahead if you haven’t got a guaranteed income, so it’s just surviving.

Higher income:  If they looked after their money a bit better – cooking a meal at home rather than buying take-away, they could manage very well.
Lower income:  At the end of every fortnight I empty out all the leftover food in the fridge and make a big pot of soup for the next week. I make all my own detergent and soaps.
One of the ways in which public perceptions of poverty may be informed is through discussions with people about their experience of life on a low income. In addition to documenting changing levels of poverty and inequality in Australia, Carson and Martin (2001) also conducted a number of focus group discussions with low income earners and interviews with welfare providers.  Five themes emerged from this: the significance of public transport, problems of finding affordable housing, the stigma of being on a low income, the powerlessness to escape poverty and deal with financial problems, and the importance of informal support from family and friends.

A useful framework for thinking about the experience of poverty is in the work of Taylor and Challen (1998) who identify three common aspects.  The first of these concerns the impact of inadequate income and the associated difficulties of meeting costs.  The second aspect relates to the impact of social participation and the experience of social exclusion and the third, concerns experiences of contact with some government and non-government agencies.

A recent report released by Anglicare Tasmania titled Hearing the Voices (Flanagan 2000) provides a qualitative account of the extent to which income levels for people on a range of pensions and benefits are too low to afford the essentials of life.  The author argues that pension and benefit recipients are being denied the standard of living adequate for the health and wellbeing of themselves and their families evinced by personal accounts of low income families who are experiencing shortages of food, inadequate clothing and difficulties obtaining health care (Flanagan 2000).  This stress can lead to low self-esteem, anxiety, anger, depression and a sense of powerlessness resulting in poor planning, poor decision making and disorganisation.

With reference to social participation, the influence of informal sources of support on social participation and social exclusion has long been recognised by researchers.  Henderson (1975: Ch7) asserted that the largest welfare resources by far are families, friends and neighbours.  Yet informal sources of support from family and friends are not always sufficient resources to stay out of poverty.  People who live in regional or remote areas may find it more difficult to access such support as do those who prefer to live in solitude for whatever reason and those who have few friends and family members.  


The social exclusion that may be experienced by migrants is exacerbated by language and cultural barriers.  Language difficulties impede their ability to obtain and understand information about a whole range of things while cultural differences may mean that needs are misunderstood or are not being met because they are not recognised as such by ‘Australian culture’.  It may also be more difficult for migrants to participate socially and economically via the labour market because overseas qualifications may not be recognised.

The experience of poverty and hardship may be lightened through positive experiences with government and non-government agencies.  A study by Wearing (1998) of the client experiences of service delivery by non-profit community service agencies in metropolitan Sydney between 1986 and 1989 found that many clients’ perceptions of their encounters with relief agencies were positive (48 per cent) although a significant number did have negative (28 per cent) or ambivalent (13 per cent) views.  Of those that had negative or ambivalent experiences, Wearing (1998) found that some were hostile and harboured suspicion of the agencies based on ‘the moralistic warrants of staff” and the recording of personal information. 

Reports on the delivery of services by government agencies outlined in the SACOSS/UniSA report by Carson and Martin (2001) reveals a distinction between the experience of services provided by non-government and government agencies, with participants generally conveying negative experiences of services delivered by the latter.  This is hardly surprising given the nature of current social security policies which individualise social problems and engage punitive measures to coerce people into ‘behaving’ (Martin In progress). 

 Furthermore, the continued application of policies targeted at poverty alleviation through the identification of those who are poor is likely to reinforce the stigma that is already attached to poverty.  Such approaches effectively avoid discussions about the beneficiaries of the less fortunate: they avoid identifying the winners alongside the losers in a market economy.  As identified by Jamrozik (1991) it is only the poor who are identified as ‘welfare dependent’ or ‘welfare cheats’ while those who engage the services of clever accountants to avoid paying taxes avoid morally charged judgements.  For example there is recent evidence to suggest that family trusts, otherwise known as discretionary trusts, are increasingly being used as a means of tax avoidance, in spite of the Government’s claim that a crack-down on this would be a key element of the tax reform package (Australian Council of Social Service 2002).


Research by Carson and Martin (2001: 51) documents the experience reported by low income earners of services provided by government and non-government agencies: 

I actually went to welfare when I tried to get a washing machine and got told that no they can’t help me.  I’ve got three kids and can’t afford to buy one, didn’t have any hope of getting one.  I was without one for six months before [a non-government agency] helped me get one.  It’s just being on welfare and you’ve got three kids.  You’re doing the best you can, you’re doing the best you know, and nope we just got turned away at the counter, didn’t get an appointment, didn’t get anything. 

I hate it.  I feel really uncomfortable.  I mean I just feel ridiculed when I go around there.  I’ve only ever done it twice and both times I felt, you know.  You feel like oh just get your act together, you shouldn’t be in here.  But it’s not our fault we’re like that. (commenting on financial services offered by one government agency)

They [government department] helped me once, but I just don’t, like you don’t walk in there and get a smile, oh how are you today, it’s just like what do you want.  You know like hurry up get in here and get it over and done with.  And you don’t want that when you are feeling as low as you are anyway.

They [government department] don’t seem to be really worried about anything.  Like if you go and talk to them.  We had some shares, done the right thing and told them.  They wanted all the details [about] what we done with the money and everything and then six weeks later they sent us out a really nasty letter to say that we want to know all the details again and what you have done.  When I spoke to the lady again she said well if you’re not careful we will want to know what you have done with every cent of the money.  

I hate being called by my first name by these agencies, you know, a bit of respect.  Hang on, we are on the dole and don’t deserve any respect.

2.8 Key Points on Changes in Poverty and Inequality in SA

· South Australia has the highest level of poverty in the country before housing costs are accounted for.  Poverty levels are, however, somewhat contained by lower housing costs in this State, with after housing poverty close to the national average.
· South Australia has less inequality than the other States because it has relatively more low-income earners and relatively few high income earners.
· South Australia is the lowest-income State in Australia.
· Inequality has increased since the early 1980s.
· Since 1981-82 the rate and depth of poverty has increased in South Australia in line with the rest of the nation.
· Single people and sole parents report higher rates of poverty in South Australia and sole parent households experience the greatest depth of poverty once housing costs are considered.
3. Employment
Arguably, the most important cause of poverty is unemployment.  There has been a dramatic increase in unemployment in the 1980s and while unemployment levels decreased in the 1990s, it was nowhere near enough to offset the dramatic increase in poverty during the earlier period.  A recent report by ACOSS (Australian Council of Social Service 2001) identifies 658,000 unemployed Australians in September 2001, plus another 514,000 people who were available for work but not actively seeking employment and at least another 188,000 people who worked less than 16 hours a week and wanted to work longer hours.  

South Australia’s trend unemployment hovers around 6.6 per cent compared to a national average of around 6.5 per cent.  This is a significant improvement from the 7.4 per cent in May 2001. Our workforce participation rate remains relatively low compared with the national average.  However, the past year has seen a rise in the participation rate from 60.0 per cent to 61.1 per cent.

Employment growth in South Australia is forecast to lag behind the national average.  Part- time employment growth continues to outpace full-time employment growth which is growing at only 0.3 per cent per annum for the last decade. South Australia’s low rates of labour force participation and high rates of unemployment, as well as the State’s ageing population are significant reasons for our relatively low income and high poverty rates. 

Much has been made of the fall in the unemployment rate since the 1980s.  What has not changed though is the number of people unemployed for more than twelve months.  It is the plight of the long-term unemployed that SACOSS is particularly concerned about.

While indigenous people form a relatively small proportion of the State’s population at 1.6 per cent (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2002), the level of indigenous unemployment is particularly alarming not only in this State but across the nation.  The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders Commission reports a 1996 indigenous unemployment rate of 22.7 per cent compared to the national rate of 9.0 per cent and an employment rate of 40.7 per cent compared to 56.4 per cent for the total population.  Moreover, the unemployment rate is likely to be understated in view of the extent of hidden unemployment with participation at 52.7 per cent (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission 2001).

The general level of employment in South Australia is largely affected by the broader national and international economic context.  In this State a decline in some industries has led to the closure of manufacturing plants and the subsequent loss of jobs and the development and growth of the service sector has led to a changed demand in the skill base of the labour supply (Carson & Martin 2001).  

A recent report released by the Real Estate Institute of Australia (2001) identifies accommodation, cafes, restaurants, property and the business service sectors as the areas of strongest employment growth in 2001, while mining and agriculture showed only modest growth during that year.  This labour market trend has led to a mismatch between skills and industry needs resulting in high levels of unemployment among people once employed in the now declining manufacturing sector, a trend that is particularly pronounced in those areas where ‘new’ industries do not locate.  According to the Productivity Commission report on Tariff Arrangements (2000), South Australia is the most severely affected State with Outer Adelaide and South Eastern South Australia two of the three worst affected areas in terms of manufacturing plant closures.  Moreover, job insecurity in some industries is likely to increase, as they are no longer as protected as they once were from external market forces effectively leaving them, and their employees, open to the vagaries of the international market place.


Having a job does not, however, guarantee a level of subsistence above the poverty line.  Henderson (1975) recognised this in the early 1970s stating that the minimum wage was not necessarily enough to avoid poverty especially for couple families with three or more children.  Since this time the growth in precarious employment and the de-regulation of wage rates has led to increasing incidences of ‘working poverty’ (Eardley 1999).  A recent study by Eardley (1999) finds that working poverty since the 1980s has been exacerbated not only by low pay but by employees in poor families.  

It is necessary to do two things to address the high number of discouraged workers in South Australia.  Provide enough job opportunities for people to participate in the labour market and rebuild worker confidence.  It is our view that the focus in any labour market assistance should be firmly with the long-term unemployed and those most at risk of long-term unemployment.  

Poverty is seriously exacerbated by current Federal Government policies on punishment for breaches of social security requirements. In 2001-02 $14.6 million in penalties was taken from the pockets of some of our poorest South Australians.  This has put a lot more pressure on the families and charities that are called on to provide support.  It is money taken from the people who can least afford it and money lost to the SA economy that would have been spent in local shops and businesses.  Those penalties are in the range of $380 and $1600 and are imposed for minor infringements such as not returning a form in time, missing an interview, or failing to respond to a letter.  The penalty system is counter-productive because if people can’t pay their rent or put food on the table, they certainly can’t present decently for job interviews. 

Grantleigh, 42, had problems dealing with Centrlink forms due to illiteracy.  He was too ashamed to tell anyone that he could not read.  Normally his wife helped him by reading out the forms but she went to ho;psital for four weeks for a major operation.  In that time he received a letter from Centrelink.  He was subsequently breached for failing to attend an interfview.  He did not realise he had been breached until his payments ere reduced.  He rang Centrelink to ask why his payments had been reduced and they informed him of the breach.  First he claimed that he had not received the letter but he eventually plucked up the courage to tell them that he was illiterate.  The breach was nevertheless maintained.

Citing recent research, Ziguras and Flowers (2002 1) state that the escalation of breaches since 1997 has: 

…fallen most heavily on the most disadvantaged job seekers – the homeless and people with substance abuse and mental health problems… result[ing] in greatly increased hardship, including some people being made homeless, and others turning to crime to survive. 

Based on a telephone survey of a stratified random sample of 1200 Australians, the authors also find a lack of public support for the current penalties (Ziguras & Flowers 2002: 1).  Almost two-thirds of people believed that the current penalties for a first breach were unfair.  Around 95 per cent proposed penalties lower than the current level for all breaches.  The median total penalties proposed were $20 for a first breach, $50 for a second and $75 for a third.  One in four thought there should be no penalty whatsoever for a first breach.

In sum, unemployment is a major determinant of poverty.  The longer a person is unemployed the more likely they are to fall behind financially.  The unemployment rate in this State is persistently higher than the national average and South Australia has the lowest mainland rate of workforce participation.  This indicates a large number of disengaged workers.  Of particular concern to us is the pool of long term unemployed people, the numbers of which have not changed despite a falling unemployment rate.  One of the major issues is the mismatch of skills between the workforce and the requirements of growing industries, notably in the services sector.

4. Educational Disadvantage

A person’s income is closely associated with education, as is their access to more satisfying, better paid jobs.  Education is key to obtaining work and maintaining it.  Early educational disadvantage will impede chances throughout life of succeeding at other education and training, moving to other occupations or jobs as required, and securing a steady adequate income.

Access to affordable and quality education is important for all students but students from low-income families are likely to find it more difficult to participate and are more likely to experience educational disadvantage.  In an era of fiscal stringency and expansion of fiscal subsidisation of private schools, public schools have increasingly become sites for the concentration of social and educational disadvantage (Marginson 2002).  In addition to excluding lower socio-economic students on financial grounds, the more well-resourced private schools are not accessible to all families including students with learning difficulties and indigenous students (Marginson 2002).  

This shift in funding arrangements from public to private schools also has important implications for the wider community in terms of fostering civic responsibility and participation.  In a key-note speech on the Politics of Public Education Professor Alan Reid of the University of South Australia warned against organising schools on the basis of rational choice stating:

Organising schools on the basis of choice puts individual needs above the needs of the community.  Markets cannot produce a strong civic culture.  The importance of schools lie in their ‘publicness’.  They do not represent sectional interests.  The funding of public education is essential to Australian democracy (LaborNET 2000).

One of the main sources of educational disadvantage is poor retention and participation.  Citing the work of Ainley (1998: 55), Marginson (2002: 11) observes that leaving school early is most prominent among low income families and is likely to become a primary source of disadvantage in the future. Male students are more likely to fail to complete year 12 as are those who were born in Australia.  The author also finds that students are more likely to leave school early if they are from a government school, are least likely to if they are from a private non-Catholic school, and are more likely to leave early if they live in rural rather than urban areas (Marginson 2002: 11).  Students living in rural and remote areas are also likely to experience less choice in educational facilities when compared with students in urban areas.  While at school students also experience disadvantage in terms of inequalities of scholastic achievement, inequality between students from public and private schools, and between students from high and low income families (Marginson 2002: 12).

There are a number of ways in which educational disadvantage may be addressed but first and foremost, it is essential to acknowledge the vast social differences in educational attainment (Marginson 2002).  Marginson (2002) recommends building a political consensus between the federal and state/territory governments in establishing new strategies and policies.  This approach would set the foundation for implementing an integrated policy agenda that includes an increase in funding of government schools, targeted support for disadvantaged students, expansion of University scholarships for disadvantaged students and consideration of a university funding system that weights in favour of disadvantage (Marginson 2002: 17-18).   

5. Housing 
Access to affordable housing has an important mediating influence on poverty since housing costs are typically the largest recurring fixed costs in household budgets.  Clearly there can be considerable variation between the living standards of families with similar incomes when they own a house outright, are paying off a mortgage, or renting privately or publicly, as well as the geographic location of the property.  As observed earlier, one of the reasons that South Australia has relatively low levels of poverty once housing costs are accounted for is because of the typically lower housing costs in this State.  For the June quarter 2001 the median quarterly price of a house in Adelaide at $148,200 was the second lowest in the nation after Hobart ($120,300) compared with Sydney at $316,000 and Melbourne at $291,000 (Real Estate Institute of Australia 2001: 20).

In spite of lower house prices in this State and a decline in the cost of purchasing property over the last decade, as observed by Orchard (Orchard 1999: 304) home ownership is becoming more difficult for lower income people because of rising unemployment and poverty.  Housing affordability is hard to measure but the National Housing Affordability Ratio (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 1999) focuses on households in the bottom quintile of the income range and deems that any households spending more than 25 per cent of their income on housing costs are in unaffordable housing.  The assumption is that if they were to spend more than this, they would have insufficient money left to cover other basic expenses such as food, clothing and transport.  By this measure just over 10 per cent of low income households in Australia are found to be in unaffordable housing, most in the private rental market, with a further 4 per cent of households reporting that they live in unsatisfactory housing due to poor access to services (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 1999).

In recent years home loans have been more affordable with relatively low interest rates. As at September 2001, the standard variable rate was 6.4 per cent and the average fixed rate 6.7 per cent (Real Estate Institute of Australia 2001).  Prima facie this should make housing more affordable, but the housing market has experienced a boom in recent years in part driven by the foreshadowed introduction of the GST prior to July 2000 and the first home owners’ grant that was introduced thereafter to support the slump in housing sales and the building industry.  While the first home owners scheme has made home ownership more attractive for a number of Australians it has fuelled price inflation, making properties more expensive than they were before the policy was introduced.  The median price of a house in the Adelaide metropolitan area in 2001 (average of all quarters) was $150,300 which has since increased to $169,600 on the most recent figures indicating a jump of 12.84 per cent in the value of houses, clearly making it less affordable for those on lower incomes (Real Estate Institute of Australia 2001).
There is some evidence to suggest that the demand for private rental accommodation and public housing has increased and is likely to so in the future (Orchard 1999).  It is, however, unlikely that an increased demand for rental accommodation will be met by the public housing sector, even in South Australia where expenditure has traditionally been higher than other States.  Recent per capita spending on public housing in South Australia ($240 per capita) is still higher than any other State ($150 per capita average) although it is lower than the ACT and the NT (Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, 2000 #390).  

The South Australian Housing Trust was once considered a model for good public housing assistance.  In recent years this status has been eroded by the withdrawal of Commonwealth funds to public housing supply, which has impacted most heavily on South Australia, and the high cost of maintenance of old housing stock.  Following Commonwealth Government-led reforms the provision of public housing is now targeted towards those in greatest need, the eligibility criteria have been tightened, and there is evidence to suggest that rental rebates for public tenants will be reduced and rents will rise in line with market rebates (Orchard 1999).  However, the demand for public housing remains high and in the decade between 1985 and 1995 the per capita levels of spending through the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement for housing assistance decreased by 25 per cent, and by 1995 there were 40,000 South Australian households on the waiting list.  This has since fallen to 24,700 (2000-01) due to restrictions on eligibility.

The availability of public housing is of particular concern for indigenous peoples and their families with homelessness a significant feature of Aboriginal communities.  As reported in a SACOSS/Shelter SA report (Allen 2001: 13) in spite of an 18 per cent increase in Aboriginal housing stock over the last decade to the year 2000, the waiting list was still just over 13,000 applicants.  It also appears that the current shift towards building two bedroom houses and to reducing four bedroom constructions is problematic for indigenous communities because it is culturally inappropriate.  For the year 2000, 36 per cent of buildings comprised two bedrooms and only 10 per cent four bedrooms.  In terms of home ownership, in the mid 1990s indigenous Australians own only 26 per cent of the dwellings that they occupied compared with just over 70 per cent of non-indigenous Australians owning or buying their place of residence.  

Coupled with declining levels of public housing stock has been a shift in Federal government expenditure towards private rental subsidy that has so far failed to provide affordable housing for many low income people.  Despite the urging of governments for the private sector to invest in low cost housing, there has been a 28 per cent decline in private rental stock at the lower end of the market.  

Citing the work of the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute that draws on the 1996 Census, Allen (Allen 2001) reports that of the 94,000 households now renting privately in South Australia, approximately half are low income households and half of these are paying between 31 and 50 per cent of their income on housing even with Commonwealth rental assistance.  This is compounded by rental prices that have markedly increased leaving few rental properties that are affordable to low income earners.

The most recent census data (2001) shows the number of South Australians sleeping rough at 1 300, almost double that counted in the 1996 census (690).

Clearly there exists a shortage of appropriate and affordable housing for low income earners in this State.  This seems particularly so for indigenous households and large families that require properties with more than two bedrooms.  If these issues fail to be addressed then the 105,000 homeless people (1996 census) will be joined by many more and demand for crisis accommodation services will continue to rise (Allen 2001).


6. What can be done 

The message that emerges from this submission is clear: if you are partnered, own or are mortgaging a property, are securely employed, and completed school then it is unlikely you are living in poverty.  It is important that the same opportunities are extended to others who are less fortunate so that they can actively participate in society and their local community.

6.1 Income security

In order to curb increasing poverty and widening inequalities in Australia anomalies and inadequacies in the income security system must be addressed. The current income security system is, by international comparison, a solid and active system.  However, in several significant ways it fails to ensure the welfare of people who do not receive income from other sources. Many payments are inadequate, the system is complex and penalties are too harsh.  Income payments for unemployed Australians are below the poverty line (Newstart Allowance for single adult – 23 per cent below; Youth Allowance for independent under 21 – 35% below).  The penalty system is unfair and has recently been recognised as such by the majority of members of the Senate Inquiry examining new welfare reform legislation in their report released on 26 September 2002.  Among other recommendations the Senate Inquiry suggests reducing the high level of penalties from the maximum of almost $4,000 (100 per cent of income for eight weeks) to $422 (25 per cent of income for eight weeks).  Last year (2001-02) in South Australia, $14.6 million in penalties was taken from the already inadequate income of unemployed people and students.

Key strategies

· Major adult payments need to be aligned and indexed to 25 per cent of Male Total Average Weekly Earnings (MTAWE), with priority to bringing single unemployed adults and single adult students up to this level. The independent rate of Youth Allowance should be progressively increased to also align with pension rates.

· Poverty traps and high effective marginal tax rates for unemployed people should be reduced to provide more incentive for job seekers to take up part time paid work.  As a start the Working Credit scheme should be introduced and taper rates for unemployed people reduced to 60 cents in the dollar for all income over a free area of $40 a week and a flat 60 per cent withdrawal rate from then on.

· Recommendation 25 from the Pearce Review of breaches and penalties in the social security system which addresses issues of the recovery, rate and duration of penalties should be adopted.  This includes making penalties fully recoverable on compliance, and limiting duration to eight weeks and a maximum level of 25 per cent.

6.2 Employment

Several of the most disadvantaged areas of South Australia have been hard hit by tariff reductions in manufacturing industries.  It is generally agreed that this reform has produced net benefits for Australia in the long run but at the cost of employment for blue-collar workers in these industries.  According to the Productivity Commission, South Australia is the worst affected state in Australia.  Outer Adelaide and South-Eastern South Australia are two of the three worst affected regions in the nation.

There is both an efficiency and an equity case for the adoption of an employment and skills strategy.  In equity terms, it is appropriate that the community as a whole should compensate those who have suffered losses from tariff reform and have not benefited from the general economic expansion since the end of the early ‘90s recession.  In efficiency terms, the benefits of any reform strategy are diminished if significant numbers of those who lose employment respond by withdrawing from the labour force.  If the net rate of withdrawal from the labour force among those displaced by tariff reform exceeds 30 per cent, a policy of reducing tariffs from 10 per cent to zero can lead to a net reduction in economic benefit. It follows that any policy of reform should be accompanied by initiatives designed to reduce adjustment costs in general, and withdrawal from the labour force in particular.

The general theory of adjustment is that workers will move from contracting regions and industries to those that expand as a result of lower tariff burdens.  In South Australia however, employment has declined in most regions so that the only mechanisms for aggregate adjustment are withdrawal from the labour force and interstate migration.  As we have witnessed in the past decade, both are socially and economically costly.

The objective of the skills part of the proposed package would be to provide retraining to displaced workers in expanding areas of employment. The employment component is to overcome the coordination and mobility problems that create difficulties in matching potential employers with workers having appropriate skills.

Key strategy

· The Commonwealth government provide a three year state employment and skills assistance package targeted at the most disadvantaged regions of South Australia. *

* The Sustainable Regions allocation of $12m by the Commonwealth to Playford/Salisbury could form the basis for a more extensive program in this State.

The main solutions for unemployment lie in stimulating demand for employment, strengthening the education and training of the workforce, and developing an equitable and efficient labour market.  Workforce barriers for disadvantaged job-seekers must be removed to ensure that all can benefit from new job opportunities.  These broad directions need a mix of both longer-term employment and economic development strategies and direct public and private sector job creation strategies.

Jobs growth and generation needs to be targeted at two main areas.  Particular attention needs to be directed to long-term unemployment.  Second is the creation of job opportunities that are meaningful, have security of tenure and pay a decent wage.  

Before the 1970s Australian governments used investment in public works to successfully boost employment growth during recessions.  Since then there has been reluctance to adopt this policy as a means to reduce the negative impact of slow economic growth.  One reason for this is the lack of permanent infrastructure planning mechanisms involving Commonwealth and State Governments.  A second is the ongoing general decline in public investment. 

The Commonwealth government should establish ongoing planning mechanisms and borrow more to invest in quality infrastructure.  State and Territory Governments can also initiate infrastructure projects of their own, planned well in advance and involving employment assistance services so that long-term unemployed people are trained for the jobs created.  The Adelaide-Darwin railway is an example of a physical infrastructure project with great potential for targeted skills development and job creation.

Key strategy

· The Commonwealth Government should invest more in social and physical infrastructure development with a particular focus on major environmental rehabilitation and community services.  The projects should require the employment of a proportion of local and disadvantaged job seekers.

Paid employment experience schemes provide valuable training and work experience for the most disadvantaged job-seekers and boost job opportunities.  Job creation schemes have often been criticised for wasting public dollars on economically marginal activities.  However, if they are well-planned and implemented much of this criticism is invalid.  Schemes should be targeted towards long-term unemployed people and to projects that have previously been identified as needed.  They should also be for work that is labour-intensive and provides training for employment in other areas.  

Evidence from overseas demonstrates the benefit of an intermediate labour market as a way of tackling long-term unemployment.  This is the planned creation of waged work in the provision of needed community services and neighbourhood regeneration.  This is heavily underwritten by government but delivered in partnership with local agencies. The success rates of sustained employment post-program are over 60 per cent, compared to 33 per cent of the Commonwealth’s Work for the Dole program.

Key strategies

· Consideration be given to introducing a transitional jobs scheme for the most disadvantaged job seekers which offers six months employment and training in the not for profit and public sectors.  

· Long term unemployed people should be guaranteed substantial employment and training assistance and subsidised work placements.

In South Australia, the State Public Sector Youth Traineeship Scheme is a successful job creation program which provides entry-level jobs to the public sector and trains young workers in skills useful to both public and private sector employers.  This successful scheme could be introduced at a national level with intake quotas for Indigenous people and those resident in rural areas.

Key strategy

· The Commonwealth Government should establish a national entry level public sector youth recruitment program with matched federal and state funding for up to 20,000 places.

At the other end of the workforce age range, mature aged job seekers are disadvantaged by employer perceptions that younger workers will learn more quickly and are more able. In South Australia, state government funded mature age support programs have effectively lapsed.  SACOSS supports the reinstatement of such programs including a mature age training scheme to enhance the skill levels of older unemployed people, a mature age employer incentive scheme and an education and publicity campaign advocating the benefits of mature age employees.

Key strategy

· The Commonwealth government should provide funding for mature aged employment schemes administered by State governments. The guidelines should be flexible enough for schemes to reflect local conditions and priorities.

6.3 Education

Explicit policy and strategies are required to reduce educational disadvantage and inequality, backed up by an acknowledgement and documentation of social differences in educational attainment.  The SA State Government has begun this process and has articulated its intention to target disadvantaged government schools in its additional expenditure on education.  This approach is capable of gathering broad-based public support, even among the advantaged.

Specific strategies to lift early learning have not been pursued in Australia despite well-documented evidence of the importance of early learning to both educational achievement and universal distribution of achievement. Overall in 1998, Australia spent 0.1 per cent of GDP on pre-school education compared to the OECD average of 0.4 per cent.  In Australia there is a 33.8 per cent participation rate in pre-school education, half that of the OECD average at 60 per cent.

Key strategies

· Greater emphasis should be placed on early learning in education policy and federal and state government education spending should explicitly target disadvantaged schools.

· The Commonwealth Government, together with State and Territory Governments, should review the state of preschool education in Australia, to identify service gaps and develop national benchmarks for the delivery of affordable preschool education.

Political consensus for new policies and strategies is required between Commonwealth and State Governments to address educational disadvantage.  This means bringing the States back into policy making on higher education and building a long-term solution to the co-existence of private with public schools.  Within and outside of targeted schools there are individual students who are more disadvantaged because of their family circumstances.  This consensus should include agreement for targeted support for students from particular social groups such as income payments for students from indigenous families and from certain regions with low school retention rates.

Key strategy

· That renewed effort be made towards a Commonwealth/State consensus on tackling educational disadvantage which would include individual financial assistance to the most disadvantaged students and an expansion of scholarship programs for secondary schools, TAFE and universities.

6.4 Housing

Housing affordability has emerged as a major problem for low-income Australians.  Until the mid 1990s South Australians were relatively protected by the generally lower cost of housing and greater access to public rental. This is no longer the case.

Much of the future of housing assistance relies on Commonwealth Government commitment.  The Commonwealth State Housing Agreement, currently under negotiation, should include agreement to develop a nationally coordinated approach to housing policy and programs through a national housing policy.  This would include a commitment to specific outcomes, tackling the underlying causes of system failures such as the low investment in low-cost rental, means-testing the first home owners scheme or abolishing it in favour of other forms of housing assistance, and a review of the effectiveness of Commonwealth Rent Assistance.  It would also acknowledge the  interdependency of housing with income security, health, employment and industry development.

Key strategies

· The Commonwealth should work with state and territory governments to develop a comprehensive national housing strategy.  The strategy would incorporate a blend of public and private finance and ensure an equitable mix of public housing, community housing, rent assistance and support for home ownership. 

· Housing affordability could be improved with and increase in Rent Assistance, introducing a tax credit for investment in low-cost housing and replacing the First Home Owners Scheme with a subsidy for social and low cost housing.

· Additional resources should be allocated for public and community housing and for upgrading existing stock.

One in 200 South Australians is likely to be homeless or at risk of homelessness at any one point in time.  Crisis accommodation services assist between 1,800 and 1,900 people each night.  Others, including children, sleep rough or in cars because accommodation services are full.  Even for those of highest priority for public housing can wait over six months for a house.  Families who have escaped domestic violence are put up in motels, sometimes for long periods, as no other suitable accommodation is available.  There is evidence of a persistent homelessness problem, as seen in the number of younger people congregating outside emergency services seeking assistance when the services are full.  

Key strategies

· Progress the National Homelessness Strategy and increase allocations to the Supported Accommodation Assistance Program and the Crisis Accommodation Program.

· Work with state and territory governments to guarantee legislative protection for tenants.
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Before-housing and after-housing poverty


The distinction between before-housing and after-housing poverty gives a clearer picture of the actual financial situation households are in.  Because housing is essential and the cost of housing is generally a household’s largest ongoing cost, it can make a large difference to disposable household income.  Of two households with the same income, the one that spends more on housing is more likely to be in poverty.  The after-housing poverty rate removes housing from the calculations to give a clearer indication of real poverty.





A number of focus group participants � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Carson</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>362</RecNum><Suffix>: 51</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Carson, Ed</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Martin, Sonia</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>Social Disadvantage in South Australia</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Adelaide</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>University of South Australia &amp; South Australian Council of Social Service</PUBLISHER><PAGES>149</PAGES><DATE>April</DATE><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>poverty; inequality; South Australia; welfare; welfare sector;</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Carson & Martin 2001: 51)� spoke of the importance of informal sources of support: 





Most of my friends are in the same situation that I am.  I find myself helping them when I’ve got that little bit left over and I’ve gone shopping for myself and I know that’s going to be a bit extra then I will go and give them some because I know they have struggled and they’re trying to pay their bills as well.  So you try and help each other out where you can.


I went to [my sister in law’s] house last week and the kids mentioned she didn’t have any conditioner and I said why didn’t you say something to me and she said because I should have had it myself. I felt bad because I did have spare conditioner there that day.  Ever tried combing hair without conditioner?  She said well it’s something that I didn’t have to have and we weren’t going to die without it but it’s the simple things in life that you can get.  I borrowed milk off her two days before.  I felt like slapping her and saying next time you ask me.  I think it’s because we borrow all the time and I think she just got fed up having to borrow all the time, you know, why couldn’t she do it by herself she should have had it there and she wasn’t going to borrow any.  And if you borrow, then you still have to pay it back.








A recent qualitative study about public conceptions of poverty identifies the influence of workplace change on employees � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Johnson</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>400</RecNum><Suffix>: 4</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Johnson, Jeannette</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Poverty in Australia: Developing Community Dialogue, Report of a Qualitative Research Study</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Fitzroy</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Brotherhood of St Laurence</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>poverty; Australia;</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Johnson 2002: 4)�:





“I work in the software industry.  They will give you lots of money but they will turn around and sack you in a heartbeat… That loyalty between employers and employees is not really there and that filters through to your outlook on the rest of the world.”  (High income earner)





“At my work if the boys don’t pack 150 boxes per hour, the next day they are out.  I saw a bloke pack 1,000 boxes one day and then he was flat out on his back in pain.  They never got him back.”  (Low to middle income earner).





Recent qualitative research by Carson and Martin � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Carson</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>362</RecNum><Suffix>: 18</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Carson, Ed</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Martin, Sonia</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>Social Disadvantage in South Australia</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Adelaide</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>University of South Australia &amp; South Australian Council of Social Service</PUBLISHER><PAGES>149</PAGES><DATE>April</DATE><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>poverty; inequality; South Australia; welfare; welfare sector;</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(2001: 18)� captures some of the dilemmas experienced by low income earners navigating the alternatives and public and private rental options:





I am in a housing trust house in Adelaide and I pay $75 a week but if I was to get a house for $160 a week with rent assistance included then I would get a lot better house in my opinion and that’s supposed to be government housing and that’s a pension concession rate.  For $75 a week you get no air conditioning, no carpet, no curtains no nothing.  For $75 out of my pension a week including the rent assistance including the top up you get I could move into a $160 house a week and that’s a government housing issue.


How do they expect people to manage?  Rents are going up and the Housing Trust isn’t building any more.
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		Changes in After Housing Poverty; South Australia 1981-82 to 1997-98
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		Headcount Poverty Index 1986, Before Housing																		a) Sample 17		* Not Avail.

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories		b) Sample 14
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		Singles 65 +		0.309		0.331		0.364		0.245		0.248		0.233		0.262		0.336x		f) Sample 1

		Couples 65+		0.064		0.061		0.085		0.05		0.047		0.073		0.015		0y		g) Sample 8

		Couples <65		0.161		0.141		0.173		0.173		0.157		0.182		0.099		0.239		h) Sample 5

		Couples & 1		0.138		0.139		0.177		0.105		0.096		0.162		0.083		0.023		I) Sample 17

		Couples & 2		0.097		0.095		0.081		0.133		0.088		0.12		0.077		0.056		j) Sample 19

		Couples & 3		0.188		0.172		0.172		0.244		0.201		0.197		0.18q		0.133z		K) Sample 2

		Couples & 4+		0.301		0.321		0.227		0.327		0.363i		0.321m		0.633r		0.357aa		l) Sample 2

		Sole Parent & 1		0.516		0.49		0.598		0.385		0.592		0.6		0.77s		0.331ab		m) Sample 23
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		Sole Parent & 4+		0.698a		0.512c		1f		1h		0l		1p		*		0.299ae		p) Sample 3

																				q) Sample 25

																				r) Sample 8

		Headcount Poverty Index 1986, After Housing																		s) Sample 18
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		Singles < 25		0.074		0.121		0.063		0.032		0.023		0.066		0.026		0v		u) Sample 5

		Singles 25-44		0.085		0.077		0.093		0.071		0.08		0.105		0.02		0.147		v) Sample 21

		Singles 45-64		0.107		0.085		0.159		0.12		0.13		0.057		0		0.045w		w) Sample 18

		Singles 65 +		0.051		0.038		0.079		0.034		0.069		0.049		0.019		0x		x) Sample 9

		Couples 65+		0.056		0.059		0.074		0.041		0.038		0.04		0.015		0y		y) Sample 6

		Couples <65		0.166		0.148		0.175		0.194		0.158		0.173		0.09		0.24		z) Sample 15

		Couples & 1		0.146		0.146		0.165		0.14		0.146		0.163		0.052		0.023		aa) Sample 10

		Couples & 2		0.109		0.101		0.105		0.139		0.109		0.118		0.078		0.115		ab) Sample 8

		Couples & 3		0.213		0.209		0.202		0.248		0.223		0.214		0.184		0.133z		ac) Sample 4

		Couples & 4+		0.286		0.29		0.274		0.266		0.355i		0.202m		0.633		0.357aa		ad) Sample 4

		Sole Parent & 1		0.24		0.291		0.242		0.091		0.162		0.356		0.236		0.331ab		ae) Sample 2

		Sole Parent & 2		0.355		0.353		0.368d		0.316		0.461j		0.414n		0.153		0.258ac

		Sole Parent & 3		0.495		0.485b		0.699e		0.367g		0.49k		0.205o		0.656		0.719ad

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.539a		0c		1f		1h		0l		1p		*		0.299ae





1996

		Headcount Poverty Index 1990, Before Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.25		0.249		0.261		0.236		0.175		0.321		0.283		0.179

		Singles 25-44		0.175		0.19		0.149		0.201		0.19		0.155		0.222		0.121

		Singles 45-64		0.316		0.319		0.289		0.36		0.329		0.295		0.355		0.206

		Singles 65 +		0.376		0.416		0.365		0.352		0.335		0.307		0.426		0.379

		Couples 65+		0.073		0.068		0.106		0.056		0.026		0.084		0.066		0.082q

		Couples <65		0.104		0.109		0.092		0.116		0.118		0.092		0.096		0.08

		Couples & 1		0.11		0.098		0.104		0.148		0.143		0.079		0.151		0.059

		Couples & 2		0.085		0.098		0.058		0.095		0.126		0.077		0.065		0.056

		Couples & 3		0.14		0.136		0.103		0.188		0.204		0.131		0.191		0.11

		Couples & 4+		0.267		0.252		0.234		0.196		0.402g		0.321		0.514l		0.555r

		Sole Parent & 1		0.534		0.558		0.55		0.521		0.492		0.547		0.411m		0.466s

		Sole Parent & 2		0.6		0.596		0.6		0.595		0.561		0.653		0.746n		0.521t

		Sole Parent & 3		0.705		0.709a		0.681c		0.862e		0.648h		0.693j		0.561o		0.499u		u) Sample 5

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.75		0.914b		0.626d		0.629f		0.682i		0.728k		1p		0.269v		v) Sample 3

		a) Sample 17		c) Sample 15		e) Sample 16		g) Sample 20		i) Sample 3		k) Sample 7		m) Sample 27		o) Sample 5		q) Sample 18		s) Sample 26

		b) Sample 12		d) Sample 2		f) Sample 9		h) Sample 20		j) Sample 18		l) Sample 14		n) Sample 18		p) Sample 3		r) Sample 12		t) Sample 19

		Headcount Poverty Index 1990, After Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.091		0.093		0.108		0.091		0.044		0.102		0.076		0

		Singles 25-44		0.089		0.122		0.081		0.078		0.038		0.067		0.08		0.056

		Singles 45-64		0.072		0.077		0.081		0.083		0.044		0.056		0.025		0.032

		Singles 65 +		0.046		0.057		0.045		0.037		0.041		0.021		0.022		0.081

		Couples 65+		0.055		0.067		0.07		0.021		0.01		0.077		0.039		0.041

		Couples <65		0.109		0.114		0.095		0.125		0.126		0.101		0.087		0.052

		Couples & 1		0.131		0.134		0.132		0.13		0.174		0.094		0.132		0.097

		Couples & 2		0.117		0.138		0.095		0.13		0.139		0.075		0.064		0.099

		Couples & 3		0.188		0.218		0.144		0.226		0.216		0.127		0.186		0.178

		Couples & 4+		0.304		0.29		0.233		0.306		0.445		0.331		0.66l		0.367

		Sole Parent & 1		0.189		0.2		0.18		0.18		0.111		0.241		0.153m		0.306

		Sole Parent & 2		0.327		0.296		0.326		0.38		0.34		0.319		0.458n		0.234

		Sole Parent & 3		0.39		0.376a		0.473c		0.615e		0.204		0.334		0.369o		0

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.559		0.668b		0d		0.438f		0.682i		0.867		0.691p		0.269





Chg Inc Units HC&PG 

		Headcount Poverty Index 1994, Before Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.289		0.269		0.311		0.294		0.301		0.295		0.305		0.244

		Singles 25-44		0.169		0.202		0.153		0.117		0.191		0.128		0.2		0.239

		Singles 45-64		0.254		0.272		0.252		0.236		0.246		0.241		0.287		0.198

		Singles 65 +		0.284		0.299		0.265		0.266		0.331		0.256		0.282		0.259

		Couples 65+		0.161		0.145		0.208		0.136		0.096		0.222		0.121		0.136

		Couples <65		0.093		0.101		0.107		0.101		0.035		0.076		0.11		0.051

		Couples & 1		0.079		0.093		0.104		0.042		0.038		0.058		0.017		0.125

		Couples & 2		0.076		0.085		0.068		0.093		0.098		0.044		0.037		0.053

		Couples & 3		0.168		0.175		0.194		0.156		0.224		0.092		0.117		0.075

		Couples & 4+		0.321		0.377		0.269		0.332		0.299		0.326		0.285		0

		Sole Parent & 1		0.263		0.251		0.273		0.21		0.249		0.402		0.387		0.234

		Sole Parent & 2		0.417		0.348		0.44		0.501		0.355		0.539		0.518		0.062

		Sole Parent & 3		0.385		0.381		0.319		0.513		0.767		0.152		1		0.128

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.47		0.241		0.688		0.735		*		0.404		0		*

		Headcount Poverty Index 1994, After Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.087		0.097		0.095		0.065		0.06		0.111		0.08		0.062

		Singles 25-44		0.069		0.105		0.053		0.053		0.042		0.038		0.01		0.09

		Singles 45-64		0.108		0.094		0.119		0.068		0.148		0.145		0.162		0.103

		Singles 65 +		0.116		0.13		0.113		0.126		0.111		0.064		0.091		0.054

		Couples 65+		0.128		0.094		0.178		0.109		0.082		0.209		0.104		0.102

		Couples <65		0.094		0.108		0.092		0.113		0.021		0.096		0.069		0.062

		Couples & 1		0.119		0.162		0.103		0.098		0.084		0.088		0.046		0.125

		Couples & 2		0.128		0.15		0.107		0.159		0.089		0.092		0.056		0.158

		Couples & 3		0.174		0.167		0.212		0.174		0.222		0.083		0.115		0.168

		Couples & 4+		0.3		0.298		0.291		0.288		0.299		0.449		0.139		0

		Sole Parent & 1		0.126		0.107		0.146		0.127		0.081		0.187		0.127		0.178

		Sole Parent & 2		0.274		0.345		0.263		0.153		0.182		0.334		0.304		0.169

		Sole Parent & 3		0.259		0.134		0.363		0.37		0.424		0.152		0		0

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.267		0.241		0		0.289		*		0.404		0		*





Change

		Headcount Poverty Index 1995, Before Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.31		0.28		0.372		0.311		0.303		0.233		0.435		0.251

		Singles 25-44		0.183		0.179		0.188		0.186		0.176		0.196		0.194		0.145

		Singles 45-64		0.286		0.306		0.25		0.282		0.288		0.315		0.281		0.204

		Singles 65 +		0.398		0.427		0.336		0.44		0.399		0.363		0.483		0.273

		Couples 65+		0.201		0.225		0.218		0.179		0.196		0.131		0.118		0.221

		Couples <65		0.068		0.059		0.048		0.123		0.051		0.067		0.06		0.034

		Couples & 1		0.099		0.124		0.067		0.09		0.069		0.159		0.087		0

		Couples & 2		0.109		0.179		0.055		0.102		0.056		0.085		0.124		0.08

		Couples & 3		0.104		0.139		0.097		0.036		0.093		0.128		0.11		0.126

		Couples & 4+		0.282		0.324		0.235		0.29		0.329		0.201		0.285		0.169

		Sole Parent & 1		0.304		0.387		0.216		0.293		0.297		0.289		0.066		0.263

		Sole Parent & 2		0.399		0.516		0.244		0.437		0.435		0.392		0.397		0.251

		Sole Parent & 3		0.628		0.581		0.713		0.634		0.327		0.654		0.555		0.514

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.599		0.506		0.386		0.661		0.56		0.794		1		0.738

		Headcount Poverty Index 1995, After Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.086		0.091		0.095		0.111		0.053		0.035		0.053		0.069

		Singles 25-44		0.058		0.055		0.051		0.06		0.054		0.083		0.04		0.073

		Singles 45-64		0.08		0.093		0.095		0.047		0.046		0.096		0.022		0.098

		Singles 65 +		0.102		0.126		0.071		0.138		0.039		0.087		0.1		0.088

		Couples 65+		0.152		0.167		0.179		0.126		0.142		0.098		0.057		0.221

		Couples <65		0.075		0.084		0.053		0.102		0.063		0.078		0.067		0.028

		Couples & 1		0.124		0.151		0.092		0.133		0.094		0.179		0.047		0

		Couples & 2		0.137		0.213		0.103		0.127		0.048		0.101		0.075		0.104

		Couples & 3		0.144		0.182		0.138		0.06		0.127		0.198		0.165		0.147

		Couples & 4+		0.283		0.332		0.178		0.238		0.5		0.201		0.285		0.437

		Sole Parent & 1		0.096		0.067		0.102		0.159		0.056		0.128		0.033		0.104

		Sole Parent & 2		0.152		0.224		0.094		0.139		0.222		0.103		0.092		0.09

		Sole Parent & 3		0.331		0.352		0.287		0.414		0.327		0.122		0.265		0.514

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.389		0.238		0.386		0.311		0.297		0.691		0		0.738





1997

		Headcount Poverty Index 1996, Before Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.269		0.213		0.286		0.339		0.277		0.264		0.151		0.307

		Singles 25-44		0.159		0.132		0.2		0.149		0.196		0.167		0.123		0.044

		Singles 45-64		0.344		0.379		0.288		0.392		0.311		0.344		0.373		0.109

		Singles 65 +		0.43		0.436		0.463		0.409		0.348		0.458		0.431		0.355

		Couples 65+		0.126		0.126		0.136		0.12		0.138		0.099		0.095		0.141

		Couples <65		0.075		0.074		0.079		0.074		0.058		0.089		0.071		0.061

		Couples & 1		0.094		0.13		0.105		0.072		0.057		0.015		0.04		0.052

		Couples & 2		0.076		0.075		0.076		0.073		0.044		0.062		0.18		0.141

		Couples & 3		0.137		0.156		0.149		0.167		0.058		0.023		0.017		0.216

		Couples & 4+		0.251		0.365		0.102		0.326		0.179		0.278		0.329		0.208

		Sole Parent & 1		0.341		0.454		0.441		0.19		0.273		0.202		0.312		0.094

		Sole Parent & 2		0.453		0.519		0.394		0.431		0.426		0.36		0.62		0.543

		Sole Parent & 3		0.607		0.684		0.666		0.388		0.386		0.798		1		0.473

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.699		0.813		1		0.672		*		0.317		0.338		0.559

		Headcount Poverty Index 1996, After Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.059		0.031		0.085		0.064		0.063		0.041		0.053		0.127

		Singles 25-44		0.043		0.042		0.045		0.034		0.054		0.055		0.039		0

		Singles 45-64		0.075		0.09		0.053		0.091		0.036		0.094		0		0.057

		Singles 65 +		0.069		0.051		0.112		0.051		0.059		0.083		0.03		0.168

		Couples 65+		0.09		0.096		0.092		0.081		0.095		0.085		0.059		0.084

		Couples <65		0.085		0.09		0.088		0.091		0.063		0.074		0.06		0.109

		Couples & 1		0.123		0.152		0.122		0.125		0.093		0.055		0.043		0.118

		Couples & 2		0.108		0.095		0.139		0.11		0.067		0.095		0.159		0.09

		Couples & 3		0.14		0.183		0.12		0.161		0.09		0.021		0.052		0.216

		Couples & 4+		0.285		0.331		0.16		0.326		0.244		0.51		0.377		0.208

		Sole Parent & 1		0.148		0.14		0.248		0.139		0.086		0.089		0.073		0

		Sole Parent & 2		0.252		0.464		0.087		0.086		0.152		0.274		0.43		0.152

		Sole Parent & 3		0.366		0.482		0.353		0.266		0		0.55		0.557		0.374

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.359		0.221		1		0.722		*		0.317		0		0





spss95

		Changes in Before Housing Poverty; South Australia 1981-82 to 1997-98

				1981-82				1985-1986				1989-90				1994-95				1995-96				1996-97				1997-98

		Income Units		HC Index		PG Index		HC Index		PG Index		HC Index		PG Index		HC Index		PG Index		HC Index		PG Index		HC Index		PG Index		HC Index		PG Index

		Single Under 25				0.048		19.6		0.073		17.5		0.062		30.1		0.107		30.3		0.096		27.7		0.119		33.3		0.12

		Single Persons Aged 25-44				0.051		16.5		0.077		19		0.057		19.1		0.063		17.6		0.058		19.6		0.062		21.1		0.068

		Single Persons Aged 45-64				0.036		30		0.132		32.9		0.077		24.6		0.145		28.8		0.072		31.1		0.064		35.5		0.068

		Aged Single Persons (65+)				0.011		24.8		0.078		33.5		0.052		33.1		0.144		39.9		0.076		34.8		0.089		56		0.083

		Aged Couples (65+)				0.008		4.7		0.025		2.6		0.009		9.6		0.049		19.6		0.103		13.8		0.075		10.5		0.042

		Non-Aged Childless Couples				0.023		15.7		0.126		11.8		0.091		3.5		0.009		5.1		0.025		5.8		0.037		13.7		0.074

		Couple, One Child				0.013		9.6		0.095		14.3		0.118		3.8		0.005		6.9		0.026		5.7		0.006		14		0.058

		Couple, Two Children				0.094		8.8		0.059		12.6		0.057		9.8		0.038		5.6		0.007		4.4		0.017		14.3		0.032

		Couple, Three Children				0.038		20.1		0.111		20.4		0.086		22.4		0.054		9.3		0.045		5.8		0.009		23.7		0.055

		Couple, Four or More Children				0.005		*		*		40.2		0.189		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*

		Sole Parent, One Child				0.078		59.2		0.203		49.2		0.161		24.9		0.098		29.7		0.089		27.3		0.085		44.7		0.084

		Sole Parent, Two Children				*		*		*		56.1		0.28		35.5		0.131		*		*		42.6		0.114		31.8		0.107

		Sole Parent, Three Children				*		*		*		64.8		0.18		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*

		Sole Parent, Four or More Children				*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*		*

				1981-82		1985-86		1989-90		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98				14.2

				HC Index		HC Index		HC Index		HC Index		HC Index		HC Index		HC Index				15.8

		Single Under 25		14.2		19.6		17.5		30.1		30.3		27.7		33.3				15.2

		Single Persons Aged 25-44		15.8		16.5		19		19.1		17.6		19.6		21.1				5.3

		Single Persons Aged 45-64		15.2		30		32.9		24.6		28.8		31.1		35.5				4

		Aged Single Persons (65+)		5.3		24.8		33.5		33.1		39.9		34.8		56				4.1

		Sole Parent, One Child		46.6		59.2		49.2		24.9		29.7		27.3		44.7				4.1

		Sole Parent, Two Children						56.1		35.5				42.6		31.8				2.5

		Sole Parent, Three Children						64.8												12.5

		Sole Parent, Four or More Children																		6.8

																				46.6

																				*

																				*

																				*
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		Aggregate Before Housing Poverty 1982 - 1997  HC Index

				1981-82		1986		1990		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98

		Australia		11.5		18.9		17.6		16.3		17.7		17.3		17.9

		New South Wales		0.117		0.187		0.179		0.169		0.204		0.191		0.175

		Victoria		0.108		0.187		0.157		0.17		0.152		0.172		0.172

		Queensland		0.14		0.199		0.192		0.161		0.18		0.169		0.169

		South Australia		9.8		17.5		19.4		15.4		15.8		14.6		23.3

		Western Australia		0.113		0.206		0.174		0.146		0.165		0.149		0.191

		Tasmania		0.115		0.185		0.194		0.15		0.182		0.161		0.183

		Territories		0.068		0.155		0.167		0.117		0.127		0.161		0.161

		Note SA & Aus %

		Aggregate After Housing Poverty 1982 - 1997  HC Index

				1982		1986		1990		1994		1995		1996		1997

		Australia		0.074		0.149		0.134		0.131		0.122		0.115		0.12

		New South Wales		0.081		0.142		0.147		0.142		0.15		0.126		0.121

		Victoria		0.069		0.155		0.116		0.135		0.102		0.113		0.109

		Queensland		0.091		0.161		0.145		0.134		0.117		0.117		0.126

		South Australia		0.052		0.142		0.134		0.098		0.095		0.081		0.118

		Western Australia		0.071		0.158		0.118		0.13		0.118		0.105		0.138

		Tasmania		0.051		0.108		0.127		0.085		0.087		0.094		0.085

		Territories		0.025		0.161		0.12		0.109		0.11		0.121		0.154
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		Headcount Poverty Index 1997, Before Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.311		0.268		0.323		0.32		0.333		0.341		0.343		0.388

		Singles 25-44		0.184		0.177		0.178		0.197		0.211		0.155		0.301		0.173

		Singles 45-64		0.333		0.376		0.305		0.319		0.355		0.305		0.301		0.209

		Singles 65 +		0.508		0.5		0.52		0.454		0.56		0.562		0.491		0.541

		Couples 65+		0.145		0.167		0.165		0.101		0.105		0.086		0.254		0.136

		Couples <65		0.077		0.068		0.076		0.08		0.137		0.063		0.06		0.044

		Couples & 1		0.075		0.052		0.06		0.114		0.14		0.057		0.137		0.085

		Couples & 2		0.106		0.102		0.097		0.08		0.143		0.187		0.068		0.042

		Couples & 3		0.146		0.158		0.123		0.114		0.237b		0.21		0.11		0.091

		Couples & 4+		0.239		0.292		0.168		0.194		0.351c		0.224		0.111		0.461

		Sole Parent & 1		0.349		0.416		0.288		0.293		0.447		0.328		0.365		0.297

		Sole Parent & 2		0.302		0.2		0.43		0.415		0.318d		0.259		0.278		0.264

		Sole Parent & 3		0.552		0.608		0.648		0.473		0.618e		0.433		0.338		0.534

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.539a		1		0.48		0.352		1f		0.549		1		1

		Headcount Poverty Index 1997, After Housing

		Income Units		Australia		NSW		Victoria		Queensld		Sth Aust		West Aust		Tasmania		Territories

		Singles < 25		0.081		0.085		0.054		0.084		0.123		0.096		0.036		0.158

		Singles 25-44		0.062		0.054		0.053		0.084		0.054		0.093		0.043		0.074

		Singles 45-64		0.041		0.049		0.051		0.015		0.044		0.045		0		0.064

		Singles 65 +		0.05		0.047		0.058		0.049		0.022		0.036		0.073		0.219

		Couples 65+		0.129		0.149		0.16		0.078		0.064		0.085		0.231		0.115

		Couples <65		0.082		0.083		0.078		0.097		0.107		0.06		0.056		0.037

		Couples & 1		0.111		0.112		0.094		0.149		0.125		0.061		0.106		0.164

		Couples & 2		0.153		0.169		0.122		0.122		0.126		0.286		0.072		0.109

		Couples & 3		0.18		0.175		0.149		0.198		0.18		0.208		0.11		0.296

		Couples & 4+		0.238		0.212		0.276		0.187		0.351c		0.279		0		0.461

		Sole Parent & 1		0.13		0.197		0.1		0.122		0.075		0.074		0.092		0.01

		Sole Parent & 2		0.122		0.035		0.22		0.264		0.111		0.051		0.161		0

		Sole Parent & 3		0.248		0.302		0.137		0.213		0.311e		0.273		0		0.534

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.487a		1		0		0.6		1f		0.324		0		1

		a) Sample 19

		b) Sample 28

		c) Sample 10

		d) Sample 20

		e) Sample 14

		f) Sample 1

		National & SA Before & After Housing Poverty 1997										a) Sample 19

		Income Units		Aust BH		SA BH		Aust AH		SA AH		b) Sample 28

		Singles < 25		0.311		0.333		0.081		0.123		c) Sample 10

		Singles 25-44		0.184		0.211		0.062		0.054		d) Sample 20

		Singles 45-64		0.333		0.355		0.041		0.044		e) Sample 14

		Singles 65 +		0.508		0.56		0.05		0.022		f) Sample 1

		Couples 65+		0.145		0.105		0.129		0.064

		Couples <65		0.077		0.137		0.082		0.107

		Couples & 1		0.075		0.14		0.111		0.125

		Couples & 2		0.106		0.143		0.153		0.126

		Couples & 3		0.146		0.237b		0.18		0.18b

		Couples & 4+		0.239		0.351c		0.238		0.351c

		Sole Parent & 1		0.349		0.447		0.13		0.075

		Sole Parent & 2		0.302		0.318d		0.122		0.111d

		Sole Parent & 3		0.552		0.618e		0.248		0.311e

		Sole Parent & 4+		0.539a		1f		0.487a		1f

		National & SA Before & After Housing Poverty 1997

		Income Units		Aust BH		SA BH		Aust AH		SA AH

		Singles < 25		31.1		33.3		8.1		12.3

		Singles 25-44		18.4		21.1		6.2		5.4

		Singles 45-64		33.3		35.5		4.1		4.4

		Singles 65 +		50.8		56		5		2.2

		Couples 65+		14.5		10.5		12.9		6.4

		Couples <65		7.7		13.7		8.2		10.7

		Couples & 1		7.5		14		11.1		12.5

		Couples & 2		10.6		14.3		15.3		12.6

		Couples & 3		14.6		23.7		18		18

		Couples & 4+		23.9		35.1*		23.8		35.1*

		Sole Parent & 1		34.9		44.7		13		7.5

		Sole Parent & 2		30.2		0.318		12.2		0.111

		Sole Parent & 3		55.2		61.8*		24.8		31.1*

		Sole Parent & 4+		53.9*		100*		48.7*		100*

		*Sample size too small to be statistically significant; ie <20

		Excludes statistically insignificant figures denoted by an asterix in previous table.
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		Measures of before housing poverty 1995, Australia

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              789         .088            .127              .310

		Singles 25-44           1182         .049            .067              .183

		Singles 45 - 64          698         .069            .095              .286

		Singles 65 +             834         .095            .127              .398

		Couples 65 +             706         .072            .099              .201

		Couples < 65            1357         .025            .034              .068

		Couples & 1              571         .026            .036              .099

		Couples & 2              752         .024            .034              .109

		Couples & 3              326         .016            .026              .104

		Couples & 4 +            112         .060            .094              .282

		Sole parent & 1          233         .052            .079              .304

		Sole parent & 2          181         .064            .105              .399

		Sole parent & 3           53         .127            .201              .628

		Sole parent & 4 +         20         .118            .200              .599

		Measures of after housing poverty 1995, Australia

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              789         .048            .068              .086

		Singles 25-44           1182         .031            .044              .058

		Singles 45 - 64          698         .042            .059              .080

		Singles 65 +             834         .053            .076              .102

		Couples 65 +             706         .065            .084              .152

		Couples < 65            1357         .028            .038              .075

		Couples & 1              571         .041            .056              .124

		Couples & 2              752         .041            .058              .137

		Couples & 3              326         .037            .056              .144

		Couples & 4 +            112         .092            .128              .283

		Sole parent & 1          233         .057            .075              .096

		Sole parent & 2          181         .068            .094              .152

		Sole parent & 3           53         .190            .237              .331

		Sole parent & 4 +         20         .126            .176              .389

		Before housing poverty 1995, New South Wales

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              182         .080            .111              .280

		Singles 25-44            303         .046            .062              .179

		Singles 45 - 64          181         .071            .098              .306

		Singles 65 +             243         .113            .146              .427

		Couples 65 +             165         .082            .112              .225

		Couples < 65             300         .025            .033              .059

		Couples & 1              128         .029            .044              .124

		Couples & 2              159         .039            .057              .179

		Couples & 3               82         .015            .026              .139

		Couples & 4 +             34         .048            .084              .324

		Sole parent & 1           53         .042            .067              .387

		Sole parent & 2           33         .112            .178              .516

		Sole parent & 3           10         .125            .187              .581

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .113            .195              .506

		After housing poverty 1995, New South Wales

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              182         .051            .072              .091

		Singles 25-44            303         .028            .040              .055

		Singles 45 - 64          181         .053            .074              .093

		Singles 65 +             243         .069            .098              .126

		Couples 65 +             165         .072            .095              .167

		Couples < 65             300         .030            .039              .084

		Couples & 1              128         .045            .061              .151

		Couples & 2              159         .075            .107              .213

		Couples & 3               82         .047            .074              .182

		Couples & 4 +             34         .088            .125              .332

		Sole parent & 1           53         .032            .045              .067

		Sole parent & 2           33         .148            .192              .224

		Sole parent & 3           10         .176            .219              .352

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .209            .235              .238

		Before housing poverty 1995,  Victoria

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              150         .114            .168              .372

		Singles 25-44            275         .048            .067              .188

		Singles 45 - 64          121         .087            .118              .250

		Singles 65 +             162         .077            .107              .336

		Couples 65 +             159         .082            .116              .218

		Couples < 65             263         .019            .025              .048

		Couples & 1              144         .013            .019              .067

		Couples & 2              173         .009            .012              .055

		Couples & 3               71         .016            .027              .097

		Couples & 4 +             18         .026            .047              .235

		Sole parent & 1           50         .050            .076              .216

		Sole parent & 2           36         .031            .052              .244

		Sole parent & 3           18         .131            .213              .713

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .190            .286              .386

		After housing poverty 1995,  Victoria

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              150         .057            .079              .095

		Singles 25-44            275         .031            .043              .051

		Singles 45 - 64          121         .050            .071              .095

		Singles 65 +             162         .041            .058              .071

		Couples 65 +             159         .079            .103              .179

		Couples < 65             263         .021            .029              .053

		Couples & 1              144         .025            .036              .092

		Couples & 2              173         .018            .028              .103

		Couples & 3               71         .034            .052              .138

		Couples & 4 +             18         .028            .048              .178

		Sole parent & 1           50         .065            .084              .102

		Sole parent & 2           36         .021            .033              .094

		Sole parent & 3           18         .139            .181              .287

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .158            .252              .386

		Before housing poverty 1995, Queensland

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              144         .102            .145              .311

		Singles 25-44            176         .049            .069              .186

		Singles 45 - 64           99         .051            .073              .282

		Singles 65 +             141         .116            .155              .440

		Couples 65 +             124         .053            .070              .179

		Couples < 65             238         .038            .054              .123

		Couples & 1               88         .028            .037              .090

		Couples & 2              124         .035            .042              .102

		Couples & 3               61         .003            .006              .036

		Couples & 4 +             18         .082            .133              .290

		Sole parent & 1           38         .073            .111              .293

		Sole parent & 2           37         .059            .099              .437

		Sole parent & 3            9         .137            .212              .634

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .060            .114              .661

		After housing poverty 1995, Queensland

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              144         .060            .085              .111

		Singles 25-44            176         .035            .049              .060

		Singles 45 - 64           99         .025            .036              .047

		Singles 65 +             141         .064            .092              .138

		Couples 65 +             124         .047            .061              .126

		Couples < 65             238         .038            .052              .102

		Couples & 1               88         .046            .060              .133

		Couples & 2              124         .041            .053              .127

		Couples & 3               61         .015            .019              .060

		Couples & 4 +             18         .139            .183              .238

		Sole parent & 1           38         .113            .145              .159

		Sole parent & 2           37         .046            .069              .139

		Sole parent & 3            9         .310            .373              .414

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .007            .014              .311

		Before housing poverty 1995, South Australia

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25               94         .062            .096              .303

		Singles 25-44            139         .043            .058              .176

		Singles 45 - 64           83         .053            .072              .288

		Singles 65 +             127         .050            .076              .399

		Couples 65 +              90         .077            .103              .196

		Couples < 65             179         .020            .025              .051

		Couples & 1               65         .018            .026              .069

		Couples & 2               72         .004            .007              .056

		Couples & 3               28         .031            .045              .093

		Couples & 4 +              8         .070            .116              .329

		Sole parent & 1           30         .063            .089              .297

		Sole parent & 2           19         .056            .100              .435

		Sole parent & 3            3         .058            .105              .327

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .047            .089              .560

		After housing poverty 1995, South Australia

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25               94         .026            .038              .053

		Singles 25-44            139         .024            .035              .054

		Singles 45 - 64           83         .028            .039              .046

		Singles 65 +             127         .017            .025              .039

		Couples 65 +              90         .068            .087              .142

		Couples < 65             179         .029            .038              .063

		Couples & 1               65         .037            .056              .094

		Couples & 2               72         .007            .012              .048

		Couples & 3               28         .042            .058              .127

		Couples & 4 +              8         .107            .179              .500

		Sole parent & 1           30         .043            .053              .056

		Sole parent & 2           19         .050            .088              .222

		Sole parent & 3            3         .088            .152              .327

		Sole parent & 4 +          3         .046            .085              .297

		Before housing poverty 1995, Western Australia

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              109         .052            .079              .233

		Singles 25-44            154         .069            .092              .196

		Singles 45 - 64          105         .073            .104              .315

		Singles 65 +              81         .078            .112              .363

		Couples 65 +              85         .047            .065              .131

		Couples < 65             186         .030            .039              .067

		Couples & 1               69         .064            .076              .159

		Couples & 2              117         .019            .033              .085

		Couples & 3               33         .028            .043              .128

		Couples & 4 +             17         .098            .118              .201

		Sole parent & 1           31         .066            .089              .289

		Sole parent & 2           19         .019            .037              .392

		Sole parent & 3            5         .099            .172              .654

		Sole parent & 4 +          5         .168            .284              .794

		After housing poverty 1995, Western Australia

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25              109         .018            .026              .035

		Singles 25-44            154         .043            .061              .083

		Singles 45 - 64          105         .035            .053              .096

		Singles 65 +              81         .040            .059              .087

		Couples 65 +              85         .040            .051              .098

		Couples < 65             186         .035            .044              .078

		Couples & 1               69         .090            .114              .179

		Couples & 2              117         .029            .043              .101

		Couples & 3               33         .043            .060              .198

		Couples & 4 +             17         .113            .139              .201

		Sole parent & 1           31         .060            .082              .128

		Sole parent & 2           19         .005            .011              .103

		Sole parent & 3            5         .096            .117              .122

		Sole parent & 4 +          5         .165            .267              .691

		Before housing poverty 1995, Tasmania

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25               51         .070            .118              .435

		Singles 25-44             61         .054            .074              .194

		Singles 45 - 64           70         .040            .063              .281

		Singles 65 +              53         .078            .110              .483

		Couples 65 +              57         .021            .033              .118

		Couples < 65              91         .014            .024              .060

		Couples & 1               32         .005            .010              .087

		Couples & 2               48         .007            .013              .124

		Couples & 3               16         .012            .022              .110

		Couples & 4 +              9         .044            .077              .285

		Sole parent & 1           12         .013            .022              .066

		Sole parent & 2           19         .068            .103              .397

		Sole parent & 3            5         .106            .190              .555

		Sole parent & 4 +          1         .142            .264             1.000

		After housing poverty 1995, Tasmania

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25               51         .016            .024              .053

		Singles 25-44             61         .024            .034              .040

		Singles 45 - 64           70         .011            .016              .022

		Singles 65 +              53         .052            .076              .100

		Couples 65 +              57         .012            .016              .057

		Couples < 65              91         .018            .025              .069

		Couples & 1               32         .010            .017              .047

		Couples & 2               48         .012            .021              .075

		Couples & 3               16         .033            .052              .165

		Couples & 4 +              9         .036            .065              .285

		Sole parent & 1           12         .004            .008              .033

		Sole parent & 2           19         .066            .082              .092

		Sole parent & 3            5         .150            .215              .265

		Sole parent & 4 +          1         .000            .000              .000

		Before housing poverty 1995, Territories

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25               59         .046            .073              .251

		Singles 25-44             74         .052            .067              .145

		Singles 45 - 64           39         .059            .071              .204

		Singles 65 +              27         .078            .094              .273

		Couples 65 +              26         .096            .131              .221

		Couples < 65             100         .005            .009              .034

		Couples & 1               45         .000            .000              .000

		Couples & 2               59         .027            .035              .080

		Couples & 3               35         .054            .068              .126

		Couples & 4 +              8         .153            .167              .169

		Sole parent & 1           19         .017            .031              .263

		Sole parent & 2           18         .061            .089              .251

		Sole parent & 3            3         .184            .302              .514

		Sole parent & 4 +          2         .164            .291              .738

		After housing poverty 1995, Territories

		J                    Cases    Poverty index  Income gap index  Headcount index

		__________________  ________  _____________  ________________  _______________

		Singles <25               59         .029            .043              .069

		Singles 25-44             74         .034            .050              .073

		Singles 45 - 64           39         .039            .056              .098

		Singles 65 +              27         .053            .074              .088

		Couples 65 +              26         .080            .108              .221

		Couples < 65             100         .006            .010              .028

		Couples & 1               45         .000            .000              .000

		Couples & 2               59         .042            .054              .104

		Couples & 3               35         .065            .083              .147

		Couples & 4 +              8         .203            .246              .437

		Sole parent & 1           19         .031            .048              .104

		Sole parent & 2           18         .050            .072              .090

		Sole parent & 3            3         .433            .502              .514

		Sole parent & 4 +          2         .091            .170              .738
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