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NATSEM is proud to be associated with the Smith Family’s first annual assessment of 
financial disadvantage and poverty among Australia’s children and adults. The goal of this 
report is to establish an authoritative source of information about poverty risk and depth in 
Australia—one that is freely available via the internet to all Australians. In recent years 
there has been a lack of up-to-date information about poverty in Australia, and this report 
aims to fill that gap. 

The National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling (NATSEM) was established in 
January 1993 at the University of Canberra. NATSEM aims to provide decision makers 
with the best available quantitative information to support their decisions.  

NATSEM's key area of expertise lies in developing microsimulation models and using 
microdata for a range of purposes, including analysis of the distributional impact of social 
and economic policy. This report, to be published every year, will complement NATSEM’s 
ongoing research into income distribution and poverty in our society.  

Many of the computer programs used by NATSEM to analyse poverty were originally 
generated under the auspices of Australian Research Council grant no. A79803294.   
We would like to thank Kerrie Bremner, Anthony King, Rachel Lloyd and Geoff Bailey for 
contributing their time and comments. 
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The Smith Family considers the release of the first annual Smith Family/NATSEM Report 
on Financial Disadvantage and its partnership with NATSEM as two milestones in 
developing strategic research alliances for an evidence-based approach to tackle financial 
disadvantage and to contribute to the development of social policy for Australia.  
 
The emergence in Australia of a more open economy which resulted from deregulation in 
the early 1980s has seen changes in wealth concentration, class groupings, and 
attitudes toward the changes that are affecting Australia’s ability to be a caring and 
cohesive society.  While economic growth is important for Australia, it must be 
recognised that it needs to be coupled with good social policy.  An important part of The 
Smith Family’s strategic response to this challenge is to develop partnerships with 
research centres to provide evidence that leads to policy for a society that is both socially 
cohesive and economically robust.   
 
In meeting the challenges of the 21st century, The Smith Family is redesigning its 
programs to ensure a focus on prevention and effectiveness built on a framework of 
evidence from first class research.  Benchmarks are important for us to understand 
trends over time.  This Report provides such a benchmark. 
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The Smith Family is especially pleased to enter into a partnership with NATSEM for the 
production of our first annual report on financial disadvantage. NATSEM, with its 
acknowledged leadership in developing microsimulation models for the analysis of the 
distributional impact of social and economic policy, has the capacity to complement the 
strengths of our own multi-skilled team.  Our combined strengths have resulted in a report 
that provides important data for policy development that can contribute to the prevention 
of deep poverty. 

The title of the Report, Financial Disadvantage in Australia – 1999: The Unlucky 
Australians?, was chosen with a number of purposes in mind. It is intended to raise the 
question, “Why, in an otherwise rich country with many opportunities, are so many people 
experiencing financial disadvantage?” Are such Australians ‘unlucky’ by chance or poor 
management of resources, or are there other factors which contribute in a systematic way 
to their disadvantage?  

“The Unlucky Australians” was originally a title of a work by Frank Hardy in which he     
recounted the story behind the Aboriginal Stockman strikes of 1966-1967, and the latter’s 
demand for wages for their labour. The title is also intended to bring to mind the irony 
behind Donald Horne’s usage of the title of his work “The Lucky Country,” in which the 
author pointed out that all is not as good as it appeared. 

The subtitle of the Report refers to those disadvantaged individuals and families in our 
community who either have fallen into a temporary situation that impedes participation in 
community life, or who are repeatedly blocked from taking up opportunities that could lead 
to greater participation because of broader systemic factors.  Both examples of 
disadvantage can be addressed either by effective interventions or broader policy changes, 
or a combination of both.   

Preface 

                                                                                        
Dr. Rob Simons                                                                       
National Manager Research and Advocacy 
The Smith Family 

In March 1999 The Smith Family decided to enhance its research capacity by forming a 
Research and Advocacy Team.  The Team has primary responsibility for the evaluation and 
development of our programs and social policy research.  In some cases, The Smith Family 
commissions research and enters into partnership with other researchers to enhance its 
own capacity to provide evidence based programs with an emphasis on prevention and 
early intervention, and to contribute to the development of social policy.                                         
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 ‘Unlucky’, then, is a metaphor for either situational or systemic disadvantage, and, not 
simply, chance or fate. Whether because of a temporary situation or an enduring condition 
of disadvantage, significant numbers of children and young people in financially 
disadvantaged families can be considered among the most ‘unlucky Australians’ at this 
time in Australia’s history. In the context of their family’s disadvantage, they are often 
prevented from taking advantage of opportunities that might otherwise enable them to 
move beyond disadvantage. They present a challenge to caring Australians to work for a 
situation in which these ‘unlucky Australians’ can begin to unlock opportunities and enjoy 
the benefits that our country and participation in its life offers to so many others.   

The Report provides an overview of financial disadvantage and the poverty that can result 
from it in Australia today. It suggests that about one in every seven Australians lives in 
poor families today. Poverty in Australia is now a phenomenon that primarily affects those 
of working age. In addition, almost one in four poor Australians now live in a family where 
wages and salaries are the main income source, thus being part of the growing number of 
working poor.  In Australia today, having a job no longer guarantees that you and your 
family will not be in poverty.  Children living in sole parent and larger families continue to 
face high poverty risks.              

Estimates of the number of people in poverty are notoriously sensitive to exactly where the 
poverty line is set. There is no agreement in Australia or overseas about what is the most 
appropriate poverty line to use. However, The Smith Family, along with other Australians, 
is concerned about a disappearing middle class (Harding, 1997; Gregory, 1993). In such 
cases there may be strong growth in incomes among high income families but no change 
in incomes among middle income families. As a result, setting a poverty line at 50 per 
cent of median incomes might fail to capture the impact of growing inequality upon 
feelings of relative poverty within a society.  Because of The Smith Family’s commitment 
to work for a more cohesive society, we have opted to use the half average income poverty 
line.  However, in the tables at the end of the report, results from a range of alternative 
poverty lines are included for purposes of comparison.        
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1            IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction 

This is the first edition of an annual, comprehensive report on financial disadvantage 
among Australia’s children and adults. The key goal of this annual report is to provide 
authoritative and up-to-date estimates of financial disadvantage (or ‘poverty’) in Australia. 
Section 2 of this report looks at what types of families are in poverty in Australia now, 
including the most common characteristics of families in poverty. 1  It also examines what 
types of families face the highest risk of being in poverty. Section 3 discusses the depth 
of poverty in Australia – how far below the poverty line those families in poverty actually 
are. Finally, Section 4 summarises the findings.  

The measurement of poverty is not straightforward. Part B of this report provides more 
details about the methodology and data used in this report.  Because there is no 
consensus in Australia about the most appropriate poverty line to use, Part C provides 
poverty estimates for four different poverty lines. These are the half average income, the 
Henderson, the half median Henderson income, and the half OECD median income 
poverty lines, both before and after-housing. 

 

____________________________ 
1  In this study the different family types e xamined are couples without children, couples wi th dependent children, sole  parents and 
single people.    2  Thi s poverty li ne is based on a  Henderson ‘standard’  family. Thi s family comprise s a  father who is employed, a  
mother no t in the labour force and two children (a girl aged  between 6 and 15 and a  boy aged under 6 years).   

We all understand what we mean by poverty, but it is very hard to gain agreement about how it 
should be defined and measured in our society. 
 
For some people poverty means that a family cannot afford to buy food or adequate shelter. But in 
industrial economies like Australia, a relative poverty definit ion is more commonly used. In this 
study we have set the main poverty line at  50 per cent of the family income of the average person 
in Australia (hereafter ‘half average income’). Family income has been adjusted to take differing 
family size and composition into account.  
 
Using this method, we estimate that in 1999 the poverty line for a single income couple with two 
children is $406.38 a week. This means that the ‘cash in the hand’ of such family has to be more 
than $406.38 a week for this family not to be in poverty.2 Cash income is measured as all income 
received from such sources as wages and investments, plus cash benefits from government such 
as age pension, minus any income tax paid. This is called disposable income. 
 
The poverty line varies for different types of families, because larger families need more income to 
survive than smaller families. For example, for a single employed person it is $224.97 a week 
(Table 2).  

What is Poverty?What is Poverty?What is Poverty?What is Poverty?    
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2    Who is in poverty today?Who is in poverty today?Who is in poverty today?Who is in poverty today?    

About one in every seven Australians lives in income poverty today. This amounts to just 
over 2.4 million Australians (figure 1). Poverty risk among children is slightly more severe 
than among adults.  While an estimated 14.9 per cent of all dependent children live in 
poor families, only 12.8 per cent of adults are poor. But adults make up a greater 
proportion of the Australian population than children. As a result, while an estimated 
732,000 dependent children live in poverty in Australia, over 1.7 million adults live  
in poverty.    

In an affluent country like Australia, why are there people living in poverty?  Poor 
Australians live in families with low incomes relative to their needs. Those most likely to 
be in poverty include people who:  

     ·     are dependent on government cash benefits;                                                               
·    are sole parents;                                                                                                  
·    are unemployed;                                                                                                   
·    are earning low wages;                                                                                    
·    have low business income and/or                                                                             
·    have three or more children. 

                                                                        
Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999. The de finiti on o f dependent chil-
dren and adul ts is in Par t B. 

Dependent 
children
732,000      

(Poverty rate of 
14.9%)

AdultsAdultsAdultsAdults
1,710,000   

(Poverty rate of 
12.8%)

  Total number of Australians in poverty 
2,442,000 or 13.3 %

Figure 1: Estimated number of Australians in poverty in 1999 (half average income 
poverty line) 
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Poverty among indigenous Australians is believed to be much higher than for other 
Australians, but they are not well captured in the Australian Bureau of Statistics data upon 
which this study is based, so we are unfortunately unable to provide a detailed picture for 
this group (see Daly and Smith, 1997; Ross and Mikalauskas, 1996; and Ross and 
Whiteford, 1992 for more information about poverty among indigenous Australians).  

2.12.12.12.1    Government cash beneficiariesGovernment cash beneficiariesGovernment cash beneficiariesGovernment cash beneficiaries    

As the life circumstances of Australians change, due to such factors as marital breakdown, 
unemployment and ageing, many become dependent upon the Australian social security 
system.  Improvements in social security payments have been one of the factors prompting 
a decline in poverty rates in Australia during the past two decades (see Box overleaf).  The 
decline in poverty among children has been particularly marked, due to the introduction 
and liberalisation of assistance to low income working families with children, 
improvements in social security and the introduction of the Child Support Scheme 
(Harding and Szukalska, 2000a, 2000b).  

Despite these changes, being dependent upon government cash benefits is still the single 
key characteristic shared by those in poverty in Australia today.  Of the 2.4 million       
Australians in poverty in 1999, just over half live in families whose main source of income 
is government cash benefits (Figure 2). What types of families receive government cash 
benefits that are below the poverty line? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999 

Figure 2: Australians in poverty by main income source of their family (half average 
income poverty line) 

None
9%Other income

10%

Wages and salaries
19%

Own business
8%

Government cash 
benefits

54%
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Table 2 compares the maximum social security benefits paid to different types of families 
with the poverty line for those families with heads that are and are not working.  Because 
the Henderson detailed equivalence scales vary in line with the labour force status and age 
of the adults within a family, the comparison with social security payment rates is              
complex.  Suppose we look first at families with no private incomes of their own and who 
are not receiving rent assistance.  In such cases, where the head is working or seeking 
work, then the following types of social security families have incomes below the half 
average   income poverty line: 

     ·     allowee couples without children;                                                                            
·    allowee couples with one, three or four children;                                                         
·    single pensioners;                                                                                                 
·    single allowees—and especially those aged less than 21 years; and                                 
·    sole parents. 

In cases where the head is not working or seeking work, then many social security families 
are above the relevant poverty line.  For example, sole parent allowees and sickness       
allowees with children are generally above the poverty line thresholds if they are not in the 
labour force.  Similarly, age pensioners who are not working or seeking work would be 
above this poverty line. 

Perhaps the key message from Table 2 is how close many social security payments are to 
the half average poverty line.  Whether social security dependent families are in poverty or 
not thus often depends upon such factors as whether they are in the labour force or receive 
small amounts of private income (such as child support or investment income). 

Analysis of those poor Australians whose principal family income source is government 
cash benefits shows that 29 per cent are single persons, about 41 per cent are couples 
with children, 19 per cent are sole parents and 11 per cent are couples without children.  
In some of these cases, Table 2 suggests that to be in this position some such families 
must be receiving only part-rate social security benefits (perhaps because of the assets 
test).  There are also a signficant number of cases where families are receiving substantial 
family allowance in addition to very modest wage and salary, business or investment  
income. As a result, they fall into the ‘government cash benefits are main income source’ 
category, even though they also receive business or wage income. 
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Poverty fell in Australia between late 1982 and 1999. In the 1982 Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(ABS) Income Survey, conducted from September to November 1982, we found that 14.6 per cent 
of all Australians were poor. This had fallen to 13.3 per cent by May 1999. (The May 1999 
numbers vary slightly from those presented earlier in this report because, to make the 1999 survey 
comparable with the 1982 survey, we had to reset negative incomes to zero.) 
 
The fall in poverty rates was greater for dependent children than for adults. Among dependent 
children, the poverty rate fell by about one-quarter, from 18.2 to 14.6 per cent. This reflected 
improvements in assistance for low income families with children and the introduction of the child 
support scheme (Harding and Szukalska, 2000a and 2000b), as well as a slight fall in 
unemployment. As the table below shows, poverty rates fell sharply over this period for sole parents. 
For couples with children, there were more modest falls in poverty rates. Among adults there was 
little change in the poverty risk, with 12.9 per cent of all Australian adults being in poverty in 1999, 
compared with 13.2 per cent in 1982. For single people there was a very slight decline in their 
poverty rate, while there was a slight increase for couples without children. 
 
Table 1: Estimates of all persons in poverty, 1982 and 1999  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Trends in poverty since 1982 Trends in poverty since 1982 Trends in poverty since 1982 Trends in poverty since 1982     

Family type of person  Oct 1982  May 1999 Difference 

 (‘000) (%) (‘000) (%) (‘000) (%) 

Single persons 603 17.4 800 18.5 197 1.1 

Sole parents with        

   1 child 76 25.1 111 18.6 35 -6.5 

   2 children 202 49.6 205 27.6 3 -22 

All sole parents  278 39.2 316 23.6 38 -15.6 

Couples with        

   0 children 182 6.3 370 8.4 188 2.1 

   1 child 78 9.9 152 7.1 74 -2.8 

   2 children 324 10.7 339 10.0 15 -0.7 

   3 or more children  548 21.3 467 17.4 -81 -3.9 

All couples with children  950 14.2 958 11.6 +8   -2.6 

All children 759 18.2 721 14.6 -38 -3.6 

All adults 1,354 13.2 1,724 12.9 370 -0.3 

All Australians 2,113 14.6 2,445 13.3 332 -1.3 
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2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2     Labour force status and educational attainmentLabour force status and educational attainmentLabour force status and educational attainmentLabour force status and educational attainment    

Another of the key factors affecting poverty is the labour force status of the adults in a 
household.  Almost one-third of those in poverty live in families where the head is not in 
the labour force, while over one-quarter are in families where the head is unemployed 
(Table C2, Part C).  About 29 per cent of all poor Australians live in families where the 
head is employed full-time. However, in two-thirds of all such cases the head of the family 
is self-employed, so that relatively few poor Australians live in a family with a full-time 
wage and salary earner. 

While more than half of all Australians in poverty live in families with no adult earners, a 
surprisingly high 42 per cent live in families where one or both adults in the family work 
(Table 4).  About one-fifth of all those in poverty live in families where both parents work.  
Concerns are often expressed that the low incomes of self-employed families do not 
accurately reflect their financial position (Bradbury, 1996).  If we look at the one million 
Australians living in poverty where one or both adults in the family work, just over half 
have a self-employed head or spouse. 

Table 3: Estimates of financial disadvantage 
among children, adults and all  
 Australians: May 1999.                                                              

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
* Thi s i s the poverty line for a single i ncome couple wi th 
one boy aged 6 to 15 years and a  girl aged le ss than 6 . 

 
There is no agreement in Australia or overseas 
about where the poverty line should be set. We 
have arbitrarily set the poverty line at 50 per cent 
of the equivalent disposable family income of the 
average person in Australia, using the Henderson 
equivalence scale (see Part B for technical notes).  
But what would happen if the poverty line was 
set at 40 or 60 per cent of the average person’s 
income, rather than 50 per cent? 
 
As shown in Table 2, dropping the poverty line to 
40 per cent of the average person’s income 
would cut the poverty rate by over 5 percentage 
points to 7.9 per cent of all Australians. But rais-
ing it to 60 per cent of the average person’s in-
come would increase it dramatically, to 23.2 per 
cent. 
 
The reason for these dramatic shifts is that very 
large numbers of Australians are clustered in the  
income ranges just above and below the 50 per 
cent of average income poverty line. This is 
largely due to the presence of significant numbers 
of social security recipients, whose incomes tend 
to be fairly similar.  
 

Varying the poverty line Varying the poverty line Varying the poverty line Varying the poverty line     

 
40%     50%     60%           

Poverty line * $325 $406 $489 

Children    

  Poverty rate % 7.8 14.9 26.5 

  Number-’000 383 732 1,306 

Adults     

  Poverty rate % 7.9 12.8 22.0 

  Number-’000 106 1,710 2,955 

All Australians     

  Poverty rate % 7.9 13.3 23.2 

  Number-’000 1,445 2,442 4,261 
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Another way of looking at this is by the main income source of the family. As noted earlier, 
for about half of all Australians in poverty the main income source of their family is 
government cash benefits. But for another 19 per cent of Australians in poverty the main 
family income source is wages and salaries (Figure 2). Thus, for one in every five poor 
Australians, the wages and salaries earned are large enough to be the main income source 
but still not sufficient to pull their families out of poverty.                                               

This suggests that having a job is no longer as much of a guarantee against poverty as in 
the past.  With the rise of part-time and casual employment and falling earnings for the 
lowest paid sections of the labour force  (Harding, 1997; Borland, and Kennedy, 1998), 
employment is a less effective passport out of poverty than 20 years ago.                                        

Another 8 per cent of poor Australians live in families whose main income is from  low 
business income (Figure 2). However, this underestimates the proportion of Australians 
who are poor due to low business income. This is because the expansion of income-tested 
assistance for low income working families with children has resulted in 150,000 poor  
Australians living in self-employed families having ‘government cash benefits’ as their main 
income source.  (This is because their low income from government benefits exceeds their 
even lower income from self-employment.) 

Education and training ensure that young people are provided with the skills and 
knowledge necessary for long-tem sustainable employment, thus reducing the risk of 
poverty. In May 1999, those who had completed a bachelor degree or higher faced the 
lowest poverty risk, of only 9 per cent.   The poverty risk faced by those with no 
qualifications was about 50 per cent higher than this, at 14.2 per cent (Table C3 ). 

 

 

 

 

 
No earners  One earner  

 (‘000)  (%) (‘000)  (%) (‘000)  (%) 

Single Person 547 30.1 217 8.6 n.a. n.a. 

Couples without children 214 12.5 70 8.3 100 5.3 

Couples with children 415 53.8 228 7.8 343 7.6 

Sole parents 233 32.2 77 12.5 n.a. n.a. 

All family types 1,409 28.1 591 8.6 443 6.9 

Two earners  

Table 4: Estimated poverty rates and numbers for all Australians by family type and 
number of adult earners, 1999 (half average income line) 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999. Note : earners  refers only to  
parental earners (I.e. dependent c hildren are not counted as earners, even if they have a part time job). 

    

9999    



    

10101010    

2.32.32.32.3    Family type and ageFamily type and ageFamily type and ageFamily type and age    

Family status also has a large impact upon poverty rates.  Being part of a couple offers 
some protection against poverty, as there is another potential income earner in the family.  
The greatest risks of being in poverty are faced by single people of labour force age and 
sole parents.  An estimated 17.6 per cent of all single people are in poverty in 1999, 
amounting to 763,000 Australians (Table 5).  However, it is sensible to split single 
persons into three age groups – young people aged 15 to 24, those of workforce age of 25 
to 64 years and those aged 65 and over.    

As table 5 shows, young singles face the highest poverty risk out of these three age 
ranges, at 27.2 per cent.  (Note that this does not include those 15 to 24 year olds who 
are still classified as dependent children and are thus counted as part of their parent’s 
income unit.) But this figure has to be treated with some caution, as over 70 per cent or 
234,000 of these 326,000 15 to 24 year old non-dependent children are still living with 
their parents.  (All such children who are not studying full-time are classified as non-
dependent by the ABS so they might, for example, be unemployed or working part-time.)  
While it cannot be assumed that parental support of such children is always offered, in 
many cases such support probably extends to free or subsidised housing and meals.   

Figure 3: Australians in poverty by highest educational qualification, 1999 (half 
average income poverty line) 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Bachelor degree or
higher

Other certificate or
diploma

Trade qualifications

No qualifications

Still at school

Poverty rates (%)

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999 



Table 5: Estimates of persons in poverty by family type,  1999 (half average income poverty 
line) 

 

What about those 15 to 24 year olds who have left the parental home?  Looking just at 
those 15 to 24 year olds who have left home and who are still single, a striking 27.4 per 
cent are in poverty (Table 5).  This is the highest poverty rate experienced by any of the 
family types shown in Table 5, and suggests a high degree of disadvantage among this 
group. 
 
 
 
 

 

 All dependent    
children 

All adults All Australians 

 (‘000)  (%) (‘000)  (%) (‘000)  (%) 

Single People       

       -  15-24 year olds not at home n.a. n.a. 92 27.4 92 27.4 

       -  15-24 y.o. non-dependents at home  n.a. n.a. 234 27.1 234 27.1 

  * 25-64 year olds n.a. n.a. 350 15.7 350 15.7 

  * 65 years and over n.a. n.a. 86 9.6 86 9.6 

All single people n.a. n.a. 763 17.6 763 17.6 

Couples without children n.a. n.a. 384 8.7 384 8.7 

Couples with children 535 13.0 449 10.8 985 12.0 

Sole parents  197 23.9 112 21.7 309 23.1 

All family types 732 14.8 1,710 12.7 2,442 13.3 

  * All 15-24 year olds  n.a. n.a. 326 27.2 326 27.2 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999. Note  that 15 to  24 year old single  
persons do not include  15-24 year olds still dependent upon their parents (using  the ABS definition of dependent children).   
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The poverty rate among single aged persons is strikingly lower than that of working age singles, 
reflecting improvements in the age pension and increasing private incomes among the aged.  
Thus, the poverty risk faced by aged single people is 9.6 per cent, well under the 15.7 per cent 
faced by singles aged 25 to 64 years old.  The risk of being in poverty among all of the aged 
has declined over the past two to three decades, due primarily to improvements in income 
support (King, 1996).  In 1999, the risk of being in poverty among those aged 65 years or 
more was only 9.4 per cent  (Table C1 Part C). As a result, only nine in every 100 poor 
Australians are aged, with poverty being now more highly concentrated among those of working 
age (Figure 5). 

Of all the four broad family types considered in Table 5, sole parents continue to face the 
highest poverty rates, despite a dramatic improvement in their poverty risks since the early 
1980s.  As Table 5 indicates, 23.1 per cent all those living in sole parent families are in 
poverty in 1999.  Despite this high risk of poverty, relatively few Australians live in sole parent 
families, so that only 13 per cent of all those in poverty in Australia belong to this type of family 
(Figure 5). 

Couples without children face the lowest poverty risk, with only 8.7 per cent being in poverty in 
1999.  The poverty risk for couples with children is higher, at 12.0 per cent, but remains below 
the poverty rates prevailing for this type of family at the beginning of the 1980s.  

 

 

   

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999 

Couples no children
16%

Couples with 
children

40%

Sole parents
13%

Single persons
31%

  Figure 4: Estimates of Australians in poverty, by family type, 1999 (half average income 
poverty line) 



 

 

The factors underlying poverty are clearly varied and complex. Is it possible to 
group the poor into a small number of categories so that their characteristics can 
be more clearly summarised? Figure 5 divides all poor Australians into eight 
categories. Out of every 100 poor Australians, the results suggest that; 
 
• 9 live in families headed by an aged person; 
 
• 13 live in sole parent families; 
 
• 26 live in families with an unemployed head; 
 
• 8 live in self-employed families;  
 
• 15 live in working-poor (wage and salary) families; 
 
• 17 live in other families dependent on social security;  
 
• 5 live in families reliant on superannuation and investment income; and  
 
• 7 live in some other type of family. 

Figure 5: Overview of characteristics of Australians in before-housing poverty, 1999                                                 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999. 

An overview of beforeAn overview of beforeAn overview of beforeAn overview of before----housing poverty housing poverty housing poverty housing poverty     
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2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4     HousingHousingHousingHousing    

All of the above statistics show the poverty picture before housing costs are taken into    
account. A case can be made for looking at who is in poverty after all housing costs have 
been met. This is because those who own their home outright or are in government 
housing typically have much lower housing costs than those who are purchasing their 
home or renting from private landlords.  Housing is such a large and essential expenditure 
for most families that there is a case for looking at living standards after housing has been 
paid for.   

When looking at age pensioner recipients, for example, it would seem unreasonable to say 
that  one pensioner receiving maximum rent assistance because they are paying rent of 
$150 a week is ‘better off’ than another pensioner who owns their home outright and thus 
receives $38 a week less pension (because they don’t get rent assistance). 

Calculating the half average after-housing income poverty line first involves deducting the 
housing costs of all families from their disposable income (that is, total income after 
receipt of government cash transfers and after payment of income tax).  The Henderson 
after-housing equivalence scales are then applied and individuals are then ranked by the 
after-housing equivalent income of their family, with the new after-housing poverty line 
being set at half of the family income of the average person. It should be noted that there 
are unresolved conceptual questions about whether this is the most appropriate way to 
calculate after-housing poverty (see Part C). As a result, rather than just focussing on the 
difference between the aggregate before and after-housing poverty rates, the key goal here 
is to illustrate the differences made to our perceptions of what types of families are in 
poverty by use of the after-housing approach. 

The most obvious difference between the before and after-housing poverty measures is 
that the after-housing poverty rates are higher – 17.3 per cent of the population are in 
after-housing poverty, versus only 13.3 per cent before-housing (Table 6).  This is because 
the housing costs of the poor are a more significant proportion of their income than for 
middle and upper income families (Harding and Szukalska, 2000b).  Taking housing costs 
into account thus increases the relative financial deprivation suffered by lower income 
households. 

 

 



The after-housing poverty picture is also strikingly different for the aged, because they 
have lower than average housing costs.  Over half (52 per cent) of those living in poor 
aged households own their home outright, while another 10 per cent are in government 
housing. Only seven per cent are buying their homes and another 23 per cent are renting 
privately. (These figures compare with an average for all poor households of 17 per cent 
being owner occupiers, 7 per cent renting from government, 30 per cent purchasing their 
home and 37 per cent renting privately.)  As a result, the risk of being in after-housing 
poverty in families headed by an aged person is only eight per cent — just under one-half 
of the risk faced by working age families and under a third of that faced by families 
headed by a 15 to 24 year old.  

 

 

 Before Housing 
Poverty 

After Housing     
Poverty 

Change 

 (‘000)  (%) (‘000)  (%) (‘000)  (%) 

Single people       

   -  non-aged (workforce aged) 678 19.7 763 22.2 85 2.5 

   -  aged (65+)  86 9.6 59 6.6 -27 -3.0 

  All  764 17.7 822 19.0 58 1.3 

Couples without dependent children       

   -  non-aged (workforce aged) 985 12.0 1,458 17.8 473 5.8 

   -  aged (65+) 130 9.4 126 9.1 -4 -0.3 

   All  1,115 11.6 1,584 16.5 469 4.9 

Couples with dependent children       

   non-aged (workforce aged) 254 8.3 316 10.4 62 2.1 

Sole parents 309   23.1 451 33.6 142 10.5 

All family types  2,442 13.3 3,173 17.3 731 4.0 

 Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999.                                                             
Note: In thi s survey there were no aged couples wi th dependent children. 

Table 6: Estimates of before and after housing poverty rates among all Australians, 1999 
(half average income poverty line) 
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Not surprisingly, using an after-housing poverty measure also makes a substantial 
difference to the poverty risks faced by those in different housing tenures. As comparison 
of   tables  C3 and C19 shows, the poverty risk almost doubles for home purchasers and 
private renters when moving from a before-housing to an after-housing assessment. For 
example, the poverty rate among those purchasing their own home rises from 8.2 per cent 
on a before-housing basis to 15.7 per cent on an after-housing basis.   

In contrast, the risk faced by those who own their homes outright is substantially reduced,  
falling from 13.1 to 9.5 per cent after taking account of housing costs.  The poverty risk 
faced by those who are in public rental remains almost the same irrespective of whether a 
before or after-housing poverty line is used. Given the overall increase in the poverty rate 
on an after-housing basis, this suggests that public housing offers its tenants valuable 
protection against poverty. 

The profile of who is in poverty after paying for housing  is very different to that before paying for 
housing. In particular, poverty among the aged  is much lower, because they have lower than 
average housing costs. Out of every 100 poor Australians, the after-housing results suggest that: 
 
• 6  live in families headed by an aged person; 
• 14 live in sole parent families; 
• 23 live in families with an unemployed head; 
• 9 live in self-employed families; 
• 24 live in working-poor (wage and salary) families; 
• 15 live in other families dependent on soc ial security;  
• 4 live in families re liant on superannuation and other investment income; and  
• 5 live in some other type of family. 
 
Figure 6: Overview of the characteristics of Australians in after-housing poverty, 1999    
 
 
 

An overview of afterAn overview of afterAn overview of afterAn overview of after----housing  poverty housing  poverty housing  poverty housing  poverty     
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Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999 Note: There is no breakdown 
between Capi tal Ci ty and Rest o f Sta te for the  ACT and NT for confidentiality reasons. 

 Figure 7: Estimated before and after-housing poverty rates for all Australians by area of 
residence, 1999 (half average income poverty line) 

After-housing costs 

Western Austral iaWestern Austral iaWestern Austral iaWestern Austral ia    
Perth:            12.1%                   
Rest of state:  13.4%    
Whole state:   12.4% 

TasmaniaTasmaniaTasmaniaTasmania    
Hobart:             10.6%                   
Rest of state:      18.8%        
Whole  state:      15.4% 

NT and  ACTNT and  ACTNT and  ACTNT and  ACT    
Both states: 8.9%                         

VictoriaVictoriaVictoriaVictoria    
Melbourne:      11.3%                   
Rest of state:   15.1%      
Whole state:    12.3% 

Queensland  Queensland  Queensland  Queensland            
Brisbane:        9.9%                   
Rest of state: 15.4%                     
Whole state:  12.9% 

South Austral iaSouth Austral iaSouth Austral iaSouth Austral ia    
Adelaide:         14.3%                   
Rest of state:    20.4%     
Whole state:     15.9% 

Before-housing costs 

New Sout h WalesNew Sout h WalesNew Sout h WalesNew Sout h Wales    
Sydney:          12.5%                   
Rest of state:  16.8%         
Whole state :  14.1% 

VictoriaVictoriaVictoriaVictoria    
Melbourne:   13.6%                   
Rest of state: 20.4%      
Whole state:  15.5% 

TasmaniaTasmaniaTasmaniaTasmania    
Hobart:             13.4%                   
Rest of state:      22.4%        
Whole state:       18.7% 

Western Austral iaWestern Austral iaWestern Austral iaWestern Austral ia    
Perth:             17.2%                   
Rest of state:   13.7%            
Whole state:   16.2% South Austral iaSouth Austral iaSouth Austral iaSouth Austral ia    

Adelaide:         18.1%                   
Rest of state:    21.1 %     
Whole state:     18.9% 

NT and  ACTNT and  ACTNT and  ACTNT and  ACT    
Both states 12.4%              

Queensland    Queensland    Queensland    Queensland            
Brisbane:        15.6%                   
Rest of state:   21.1%                     
Whole state:    18.6% 

New Sout h WalesNew Sout h WalesNew Sout h WalesNew Sout h Wales    
Sydney:          16.8%                   
Rest of state:   20.3%         
Whole state :   18.1% 

    

17171717    



    

18181818    

Reflecting this, the after-housing poverty rate of those living in families whose principal  
income source is from their own business is remarkably close to their before-housing    
poverty rate.  This reflects the above-average likelihood of the poor self-employed owning 
their homes outright (28 per cent of all poor self-employed own their homes, versus 17 
per cent of all poor). This again raises some concerns about the accuracy of the low 
incomes of the poor self-employed as a guide to their standard of living. 

Differences in housing costs not only affect perceptions of the types of families most likely 
to experience poverty, but also have a profound impact on apparent poverty rates by State.   

Figure 7 shows the before and after-housing poverty rates for those living within each 
State, classified by whether they live in the capital city and its immediate surrounds or in 
the rest of the State. (This breakdown is not possible for the ACT and the NT, because the 
ABS collapses results for the two territories together).   

While many would probably assume that high housing costs in Sydney would lead to 
higher after-housing poverty rates there than in other states, the data do not bear this out.  
Thus, after-housing poverty rates are higher for those who live in Adelaide and Perth than 
for those in Sydney. However, the after-housing poverty rate is 34 per cent higher than the 
before-housing poverty rate in Sydney, compared with a nationwide gap of 30 per cent, so 
it is the case that moving to an after-housing picture increases the poverty risk  for 
Sydneysiders by a slightly above average amount.  Despite this, moving from a before to 
an after-housing basis results in a greater proportionate increase in poverty rates in 
Brisbane and Perth than in Sydney. 

Despite higher housing costs in the cities, in most states after-housing poverty rates are 
higher outside the capital cities. This presumably reflects the greater proportion of low 
income households outside the cites (Lloyd et al, 2000a, 2000b). For example, while 
16.8 per cent of all Sydneysiders are poor on an after-housing basis, this compares to 
20.3 per cent of all other New South Welshmen (and women). The overall after-housing 
poverty rate for New South Wales residents is 18.1 per cent. 

 



3    How deep is poverty in Australia? 

Estimates of the number of people in poverty are notoriously sensitive to exactly where the 
poverty line is set.  A key concern is thus whether those families who are  in poverty are 
just a few dollars a week or hundreds of dollars a week below the poverty line.  

Table 7 shows how many dollars a week below the poverty line are the family incomes of 
children, adults and all Australians in poverty. On average, poor Australians live in families 
whose income is $139 a week below their poverty line.  This is a striking 43 per cent of 
the average poverty line of $321 a week in 1999. (The poverty line for each individual 
family varies with family composition.)   On average, the depth of poverty experienced by 
adults is greater than that experienced by children – with poor adults on average falling 47 
per cent below their poverty line, versus 35 per cent for all dependent children.  The dollar 
poverty gaps are, however, higher for children, reflecting the higher needs and thus 
poverty thresholds applicable to families with children. 

Table 7: Estimated poverty gaps for different types of families, 1999  (half average income 
poverty line) 

 

 

 Poverty gap    

Family Type $ per week As % of pov line  

     

Single Person 77 48  171 

Sole Parent with      

   1 child 78 32  257 

   2 children 81 23  358 

All sole parents  80 26  313 

Couples with      

   0 children 167 58  290 

   1 child 145 38  387 

   2 children 219 47  453 

   3 or more children  193 36  544 

All couples with children  194 40  465 

All children 165 35  454 

All adults 128 47  301 

All people  139 43  321 

Average poverty line  

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999 
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But these average poverty gaps may give a misleading impression of the depth of poverty 
among the poor. On average, 15 per cent of those who are in poverty are only $1 to $29 
a week below their poverty line (Figure 8).  Just over another one-fifth are $30 to $69 a 
week below their poverty line.  Overall, close to two-fifths of all poor Australians live in 
families whose income is between $1 and $69 a week below their poverty line.  About 
half of all poor Australians live in families with incomes less than $100 a week below 
their poverty line. The remainder live in families apparently experiencing much deeper 
income poverty. Close to two in every five poor Australians live in families whose incomes 
are more than $150 a week below their poverty line.   

Thus, given the overall poverty rate for Australians of 13.3 per cent,  this suggests that: 

·    close to two-fifths of poor Australians are moderately poor (representing about five  
per cent of all Australians) with incomes less than $70 a week below their poverty 
line; 

·    just over another quarter are in deeper poverty, with incomes $70 to $150 a 
week below their poverty line, and  

·    the final two-fifths are in very deep poverty, with incomes more than $150 a week 
below their poverty line. 

 
Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999 
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Figure 8: Estimated level of poverty gaps for all Australians, 1999 (half average  income 
poverty line) 



Why are the latter group of Australians on such low incomes?  To be in such deep 
poverty suggests that they are not receiving social security payments, which are well 
above these very low thresholds.  These results are based on the 1997-98 income 
survey conducted by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), albeit updated by 
NATSEM to 1999 estimates.  Previous ABS income surveys have also revealed a 
significant number of Australians who report exceptionally low incomes. It is possible 
that for many their circumstances have just changed, so that they are serving out waiting 
periods for Newstart and other payments. Some may be recent migrants barred from 
receiving social security payments.  Others may have unusually low or negative business 
or investment incomes.  Some would be non-dependent children still living at home with 
their parents. 

Interestingly, the average picture of poverty depth disguises some differences by family 
type. We have not presented detailed tables on this because the sample size becomes 
very small in some cases when looking at poverty gaps by family type, so that there is a 
question about how statistically reliable the results are. However, the overall impression 
is that the depth of poverty appears to be lower among sole parents.  For those poor 
Australians living in sole parent families,  21 per cent are less than $30 a week below 
their poverty line. Similarly 28 per cent of sole parent families are more than $150 a 
week below their poverty line, well below the national average of 37 per cent.  Thus, 
although sole parents were shown earlier in Table 5 to have a higher poverty rate than 
other types of families, for many the depth of their poverty is lower than the average. In 
other words, many sole parents are only just ‘poor’.  

Looking at single poor Australians aged 25 to 64 years, about 20 per cent are less than 
$30 a week below their poverty line and 46 per cent are less than $70 a week below 
their poverty line.  Couples, both with and without children, are somewhat less likely 
than the average to be very close to their poverty line and much more likely than the 
average to be $150 a week or more below their poverty line. 
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4444 ConclusionsConclusionsConclusionsConclusions    

This study has suggested that today about one in every seven Australians lives in a 
financially disadvantaged family, where financial disadvantage or ‘poverty’ is defined as 
living in a family whose income is less than half of average family income.  Australia has 
made progress in the battle against income poverty since the early 1980s. We estimate 
that 13.3 per cent of Australians were in poverty in 1999, compared with 14.6 per cent in 
late 1982.  While there has been a slight decline in poverty among adults during this 
period, the major factor underlying this fall has been a 20 per cent fall in the poverty rate 
among dependent children.  Given the major increases in payments to low income families 
with children and the introduction of the Child Support Scheme, this fall in child poverty 
attests to the importance of social policy during the past two decades. 

Poverty in Australia is now a phenomenon that primarily affects those of working age.  Out 
of all poor Australians, only nine per cent live in a family headed by a person aged 65 or 
more.  And this is before account is taken of the lower housing costs of the aged, due to 
their higher rates of outright home ownership. On an after-housing basis, only six per cent 
of all poor Australians live in households headed by an aged person.   

So what types of working age families are struggling in Australia today?  Unemployment is 
a key issue, touching the lives of at least one-quarter of all poor Australians. Sole 
parenthood is another important factor. In addition, one in every five poor Australians now 
live in a family where wages and salaries are the main income source, thus being part of 
the  growing number of working poor.  In Australia today, having a job no longer 
guarantees that you and your family will not be in poverty. 

Just over one-half of all of Australia’s poor live in families whose main income source is 
government cash benefits. About half of all poor people in Australia live in families that 
contain children — although as noted above this is an improvement on the picture 
prevailing at the beginning of the 1980s.  Children living in sole parent and larger families 
continue to face high poverty risks. 

But it is not just those with children who are at risk of poverty in Australia today. Poverty 
is particularly acute among those younger single Australians aged less than 21 years, 
whose Youth Allowance payments fall well below their poverty line. For those still living at 
home, we are thus making the assumption that their parents are both willing and able to 
offer significant amounts of financial support to lift their children out of poverty.  And 
although there are relatively few of them, the position of younger single Australians who 
have left their parental home is particularly perilous, with almost one-third of them being 
in poverty.  
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Our study also looked at poverty gaps—how far below their poverty line poor families are. 
On average, the incomes of poor Australians are 43 per cent below their poverty line.  
However, 15 per cent of poor Australians are less than $30 a week below their poverty 
line.  About two-fifths of poor Australians are more than $150 a week below their poverty 
line.  For a range of reasons, such Australians are not receiving social security payments. 

Finally, it should be noted that the GST tax and transfer reform package commenced in 
July 2000, after the date of this study, and that no data are yet available about the 
impact of these reforms on poverty. 
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5.1  An introduction to poverty measurement 

There is no consensus within Australia or internationally about the best way to measure 
poverty.  This section provides an overview of the issues involved in poverty 
measurement, and looks at the data and methodologies used in this study. 

Absolute vs relative poverty 

People think of poverty in many different ways. Absolute poverty occurs when families 
do not have sufficient income to pay for such basic necessities as food and housing.   
But in Australia most studies have focussed on relative poverty, where a family’s income 
is low relative to that of other families (ABS, 1998, p. 125).  As Saunders notes, 
relative poverty is thus defined as ‘lacking the resources required to participate in the 
lifestyle and consumption patterns enjoyed by other Australians’ (1996, p. 227). 

In international comparative studies, relative poverty lines are thus typically set at some 
proportion of average or median incomes, such as 50 or 60 per cent. Eurostat, for      
example, has just settled on 60 per cent of median incomes as the poverty benchmark 
for countries in the European Economic Union (2000).  (The median income is the 
income of the middle family or household in a country.) 

There is no clear consensus about whether a proportion of median or mean incomes is 
preferable.  Fixing the poverty line at some proportion of median incomes avoids the 
problems created by outliers in the sample survey data underlying the studies – that is, 
families with exceptionally low or high incomes.  But in Australia, as in some other 
countries, there has been concern about a disappearing middle class (Harding, 1997; 
Gregory, 1993).  In such cases there may be strong growth in incomes among high  
income families but no change in incomes among middle income families. As a result, 
setting a poverty line at 50 per cent of median incomes might fail to capture the impact 
of growing inequality upon feelings of relative poverty within a society. 

Another poverty line which has been regularly used in Australian poverty studies during 
the past 25 years is the Henderson poverty line, developed by the Commission of 
Inquiry into Poverty (1975).  However, major concerns have been raised about the way 
in which this poverty line has been indexed over time to reflect rising community 
incomes (Harding and Szukalska, 2000b; King, 1998).   
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During the past 20 years, for example, the Henderson poverty line has increased as a 
proportion of family income, as measured by the income surveys carried out by the ABS. 
As a result, not surprisingly, an ever-growing proportion of families have slipped into 
poverty using this poverty line. 

As there is no consensus about where the poverty line should be set, we have used the 
half average poverty line. For comparative reasons we have also included results using 
poverty lines set at half the median incomes of all Australians— (using Henderson and 
OECD equivalence scales). The analysis also was done at both the before and after 
housing costs level. Although the results for Henderson poverty line are included within 
this report because of community demand, we do not recommend use of this poverty 
line. For detailed results please refer to Part C. 

 The measure of resources and deprivation 

Most poverty research examines the cash income received by families, on the assumption 
that income provides a good guide to living standards. But income is an indirect measure 
of poverty, because it examines the resources on which living standards depend but does 
not directly measure the living standards actually experienced by families (Saunders, 
1996, p. 227). 

The living standards of families are affected by a host of other factors apart from their 
cash income, including the receipt of in-kind income such as fringe benefits and 
pensioner concessions and the provision of partially or fully subsidised government  
services (such as Medicare).  In addition, the ownership of assets may be very important.  
The economic wellbeing of two individuals on a similarly low income may be very 
different if one owns their home outright while the other is renting.  This is a particularly 
important issue when looking at poverty among the aged.  Similarly,  while the impact of 
wealth might be partially reflected in the cash income of a family (interest, rent, 
dividends), it might also ensure that those who are wealthy but on low incomes do not 
feel deprived, because they have the ability to buy what they need despite their low 
income. 

These concerns about whether cash income is really an appropriate measure of living 
standards have led to studies that ask families directly about whether they own particular 
goods, how well they manage on their income and whether there are things that they 
have to do without because of lack of income (ABS, 1998, p. 128). The availability of 
such data in the European Community Household Panel has prompted renewed interest 
in these issues in Europe.  

The results to date suggest that a substantial proportion of those people who fall below 
poverty lines set between 40 and 60 per cent of median income are not ‘deprived’, in 
that they do not report difficulty in making ends meet, possess consumer durables such 
as cars and dishwashers, and so on (Layte et al, 2000).  



It is not clear exactly who such groups are (eg. they may be low income self-employed 
whose income bears limited relationship to their spending, or they may be aged 
households with assets who are living within their means on incomes that others might 
regard as low).  

Despite this, it is clear that the results cast some doubt upon the assumption implicit in 
relative income poverty line  measurement that those falling below some threshold 
percentage of income are unable to fully participate within society.  That said, there seem 
to be major difficulties in actually calculating and using fuller measures of income and 
deprivation and the policy prescriptions are less obvious.   

Due to data limitations, we have used cash income – income after receipt of government 
cash transfers such as age pension and after payment of income taxes – as our measure 
of resources.  (This is called ‘disposable’ income, and shows the amount of income 
families have in their hand to meet their needs each week.)  However, given the concerns 
discussed above it is probably safer to discuss ‘financial disadvantage’ rather than 
‘poverty’  – hence the title of this report. 

Equivalence scales 

A single person does not require as much income to make ends meet as a couple with 
two children.  But how much more income does the couple require to reach the same 
living standard as the single person?  The answer to such questions is provided by an 
equivalence scale, which shows the amount of income required by families of different  
size and composition.  For example, if an equivalence scale gives a single adult a value of 
1 and a couple with no children a value of 1.7, then the assumption is that the couple 
requires 70 per cent more income than the single person to reach a comparable standard 
of living.  (The value is less than 2 because of assumed economies of scale, such as the 
sharing of housing costs.) Equivalence scales are very important in poverty measurement, 
because they are used to set the poverty thresholds for families of differing size and 
composition – and thus with different needs.  The exact equivalence scale used can have 
a discernible impact upon the apparent poverty level and, even more importantly, upon 
the characteristics of those deemed to be in poverty.  For example, an equivalence scale 
that ascribes high costs to children will tend to place more families with children in 
poverty. 

Although this may seem extraordinary, there is no agreement within Australia about what 
is the ‘best’ equivalence scale to use.  As noted above, the Henderson equivalence scale 
and poverty line have been repeatedly used in poverty studies within Australia during the 
past 25 years.  The detailed Henderson scales allow the needs of families to vary with 
the age, gender, labour force status, and number of  children and adults within the 
family.  This equivalence scale thus takes some account of the costs of working, which 
may be important to take into account during periods of rapid labour force change, such 
as those we have seen during the past few decades. 

On the other hand, the trend within international comparative studies has been towards  
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simpler equivalence scales that only vary with the number of people – or sometimes the 
number of adults and children – within a family. Thus, the modified OECD scale, now 
adopted within the Eurostat poverty studies, allows the assumed needs of a family to vary 
in line with the number of adults and children (with the first adult being given a value of 
1, second and subsequent adults a value of 0.5  and children a value of 0.3 each)  (Mejer 
and Siermann, 2000).   One disadvantage of this equivalence scale is that it does not 
allow for economies of scale (so that four children cost four times as much as one child).  

Table 8 below shows the assumed values given to various types of families by each of the 
above equivalence scales.  In this report, we have used two equivalence scales, to give an 
indication of the sensitivity of the results to the equivalence scales used – the Henderson 
scale, and the modified OECD scale. 

Table 8: Comparison of Henderson and modified OECD equivalence scales 

Income unit and time period 

The income unit is the group between whom income is assumed to be equally shared. 
Possible income units include the individual, the nuclear family, a more extended family 
and the household. As shown by many researchers the precise income unit used can make 
a major difference to poverty estimates. For example, if a single unemployed 18 year old 
male who is still living with his parents is regarded as a separate income unit, then he is 
likely to be in poverty.  Generally, the broader the definition of the income unit, the lower 
measured poverty is likely to be.  

 Henderson            
(head working) 

Henderson             
(head not working) 

Modified OECD  

Couple, no children 1.00 0.88 1.0 

Couple with     

   One child 1.22 1.10 1.20 

   Two children 1.37 1.25 1.40 

   Three children 1.59 1.47 1.60 

   Four children 1.81 1.69 1.80 

Sole parents     

   One child  0.98 0.83 0.87 

   Two children 1.14 0.98 1.07 

   Three children 1.35 0.20 1.27 

   Four children 1.57 1.42 1.47 

Single person 0.76 0.64 0.67 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs, uprated by NATSEM to May 1999.  For the Henderson equivalence 
scales, 1  child is aged 6 to 15 years; 2 chil dren is 1 boy  aged 6 to 15 and 1 girl aged le ss than 6  years; 3 c hildren i s 1 girl and 1 
boy aged 6 to 15 and one girl aged less than 6 years; 4 children is 2 boys and 1 girl aged 6 to 15 years and 1 girl aged less than 6  
years. All adults are aged less than 40 years. 

    

28282828    



We have used the ABS income unit definition in this study, which means that our 
‘family’ comprises: 

·    a single person; 

·    a couple without dependent children 

·    a couple with dependent children; and 

·    a sole parent with dependent children, 

with ‘dependent children’ defined as children aged less than 15 years and 15 to 24 year 
old children still living at home with their parent/s and engaged in full time study. 

Another important issue, which is again frequently dictated by the available data, is the 
time period over which income receipt is measured. Time periods that are frequently 
used within sample surveys include the week, the month, and the year.  Generally 
speaking, longer time period result in more equal income distributions. Although annual 
income data would thus be our usual preferred choice, given concerns about the ABS 
annual income data we have used current weekly income as the measure of resources 
(Harding and Szuakalska, 2000b).  

Poverty indices 

There is an enormous literature on the most appropriate indices of poverty 
measurement.  One of the most frequently used measures is the head count index, 
which simply shows the number and proportion of individuals falling below a given 
poverty line.  This index is easy to understand, but is extremely sensitive to exactly 
where the poverty line is drawn. Because poverty lines are typically set in income ranges 
where large proportions of social security recipients are clustered, small movements in 
the poverty line can result in large apparent increases or decreases in poverty. (This is 
well illustrated in Table 3  in the report, which shows the proportion of people in poverty 
when the poverty line is drawn at 40, 50 and 60 per cent of average incomes.)   

Another drawback of the head count index is that it takes no account of the severity of 
poverty – how far below the poverty line the poor actually are.  As a result, government 
policies that raise the income of the very poorest will have no discernible impact on the 
head count poverty rate if they do not raise the incomes of the poor above the poverty 
line.  

Another poverty measure that takes account of both the numbers below the poverty line 
and the depth of poverty is the poverty gap, which estimates the total gap between       
actual incomes and the poverty line for all those who are in poverty.  
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The poverty gap thus measures the total cost of raising all of the poor to the poverty line 
but no further. 

But as Saunders observes:   

even the poverty gap can be criticised because it assigns an equal weight to all income 
shortfalls below the poverty line. If, instead, it is thought desirable to assign more weight 
to those who are in deepest poverty, then even more sophisticated (and complex) 
measures are required.  The problem here is that such increased sophistication may 
produce a poverty measure which is less transparent and understandable in the 
community (1996, p. 229). 

An additional practical problem is that enormous weight is then given to the outlying – 
and possibly highly unreliable – very low income families in the national ABS income 
surveys. 

 

5.2  Data source 

The data source for this study is the 1997-98 national income survey conducted by the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (which is the latest income survey available). This survey 
sampled all private dwellings in Australia and gathered details of annual and current 
weekly income, as well as demographic, labour force and socio-economic information.   

As the aim was to provide up-to-date estimates of poverty in Australia, we ‘aged’ this 
dataset to May 1999, using standard static ageing techniques.  However, the ageing 
undertaken was relatively limited, as we did not reweight the dataset to account for 
demographic and labour force change between 1997-98 and 1999. In particular, this 
means that no account is taken of the fall in the unemployment rate from 8.3 per cent 
in 1997-98 to 7.3 per cent in May 1999.   

The static ageing consisted of simply increasing various income components by known 
changes in income from 1997-98 to 1999.  Estimates  of income change by source of 
income were derived from sources such as the national accounts, ABS survey data, and 
administrative data.   

The following private income variables were uprated and used in this study:  
• Wages and salaries  
• Workers' compensation and superannuation 
• Dividends and interest 
• Rent  
• Income from self-employment, and  
• Child support payments.  
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Child support payments are uprated using administrative data from the ABS and from the 
Child Support Agency, as detailed below. Income from pensions and government  
allowances is uprated using the CPI. Housing costs variables (mortgage interest, repairs 
and maintenance, rent, etc.) are uprated using unpublished Housing Group data from the 
ABS Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

Wages and salaries 
 

Incomes from wages and salaries are uprated using data from the Weekly Earnings of 
Employees (Distribution) Australia, or WEEDS surveys and Average Weekly Earnings, 
States and Australia from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). The numbers of full-
time total (male and female) employees are divided into five equal groups  also known as 
quintiles. The first one fifth of all employees (starting at the lowest income range) are 
placed into the first quintile, the second fifth into the second quintile, and so on. In some 
cases the quintile cut-off occurs across an earnings group. In this case, persons are taken 
from the next earning group until the quintile number is reached. The same is done for the 
part-time employees. The weighted mean income for each group is then calculated for 
each quintile.  

Next we apply a factor for the change in weekly earnings to the figures we calculated for 
each quintile, from August 1998 to May 1999 for current variables, using figures from the 
ABS publication Average Weekly Earnings for May 1999 (6302.0).  

Self-employment incomes 
 
Income from self-employment has been inflated for farm and non-farm business using an 
inflator of the estimated average  income per self-employed.   

Government cash transfers, worker’s compensation and superannuation 

All government cash benefits have been uprated by the CPI to May 1999. Incomes from 
worker’s compensation and superannuation have also been uprated using the ABS 
Consumer Price Index  weighted average of eight capital cities for all expenditure groups.   

Dividends, interest and rent 
Income received from dividends, interest, non-dwelling and dwelling rent was uprated 
using selected National Accounts figures provided by the ABS. 
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Child support and maintenance 
 
Child maintenance payments are a form of income to a custodial parent and a growing 
income source. Average monthly collection has been calculated as an average of Child 
Support Agency (CSA) collection cases and private collection cases. The arithmetic 
average has been used to uprate the child support and maintenance payments.  

Housing Costs 
 

Current housing costs in the 1997-98 Income Survey have been uprated using 
unpublished Housing Group data from the ABS Consumer Price Index . The following 
variables, requested from the ABS, were used in the uprating procedure: 
 
• mortgage interest charges  
• house repairs and maintenance  
• privately owned dwelling rents   
• government owned (public) dwelling rents  
• local government rates and charges  
• house and contents insurance 

Income tax 

To calculate income tax paid, we calculated the average tax rate of each income unit in 
1997-98 and then applied that average tax rate to the (increased) 1999 income levels.  
This is not exact, as the income increases actually received by real Australian families 
during this period  were likely to be taxed at a marginal tax rate that was higher than 
their average tax rate. However, as the income increases were over a very limited time 
period and were thus relatively small, any degree of error thus introduced was likely to 
be only marginal.  This was especially the case for a study of poverty, as a large 
proportion of the poor are government cash beneficiaries paying little or no income tax, 
or self-employed (whose income tax payments are often problematic).  

We tested other approaches and found that it made little difference to the poverty 
estimates. In essence the ageing approach used preserves the relationships apparent in 
the original ABS data, while allowing dollar values to be expressed in 1999 dollars. 

We experimented with using more extensive static ageing techniques, in the form of 
NATSEM’s STINMOD model (which is a publicly available model simulating the 
characteristics of Australia’s population and the tax-transfer system, see the NATSEM 
website at www.natsem.canberra.edu.au). However, STINMOD produced slightly 
different  family income profiles at the bottom end of the distribution and, for some of 
the poverty  
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measures we were using, poverty rates were thus lower than those produced using the 
ABS Income Survey data.   

This result reflected the sensitivity of the head count measure to small changes in the 
imputed income distribution at the bottom end.   

STINMOD is benchmarked to administrative data from the Department of Family and 
Community Services, so that to some extent these changes in apparent poverty rates 
reflected the known undercounting of the unemployed and other government cash 
beneficiaries in the ABS Income Surveys. However, before producing new poverty 
estimates using STINMOD we want to undertake further research about how each of the 
particular techniques used in STINMOD affect poverty rates. We hope to use the 
STINMOD model for next year’s report on poverty in 2001. 

5.35.35.35.3    Other issuesOther issuesOther issuesOther issues    

As noted above, dependent children means all children aged less than 15 and all 15 to 
24 year olds engaged in full-time study and still living at home. Adults is defined as the 
residual. That is, the number of adults equals the total number in the Australian 
population (using the ABS weights) minus the number of dependent children. The head 
of the family is the ABS ‘reference person’. Family means the ABS income unit. 

In the ‘Overview’ of before and after-housing text boxes, it makes a difference to the 
results what order the records in the Income Survey are processed in. To create this 
table, individuals were first selected if they had a head aged 65 years or more; if not, 
then if they lived in a sole parent family; if not, then if the head of the family was 
unemployed; if not, then if the head or spouse or both were self employed and the 
family’s business income exceeded their wage and salary income; if not, then if the 
family had wage and salary income as their major income source; if not, then if the 
family had government cash benefits as their primary income source; if not, then if the 
family had superannuation and investment income as their primary income source; if 
not, then put in the ‘other’ category.  

The 1982 Income Survey was conducted in September, October and November 1982.  
The 1997-98 Income Survey (which we uprated to May 1999) sampled respondents at  
any point throughout the 1997-98 financial year.  To compare the 1982 and the 
uprated 1999 Income Surveys, a number of amendments had to be made to both 
surveys. These amendments are described in detail in Harding and Szukalska (1999, P. 
5 and 6).  They included, for example, setting negative incomes to zero in the later 
income survey and re-defining the income unit in the earlier survey to include 21 to 24 
year old full time students still living at home.  It should also be noted that the original 
ABS weights in the 1982 Income Survey were replaced by NATSEM following concerns 
about their accuracy (see Harding, 1993) and that income tax was imputed onto the 
1982 file by NATSEM. 
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6            Alternative poverty linesAlternative poverty linesAlternative poverty linesAlternative poverty lines    

There is no agreement in Australia or overseas about what is the most appropriate poverty 
line to use. In the main report we concentrated upon the 50 per cent of the average 
Henderson equivalent disposable family income poverty line, as requested by The Smith 
Family. However, results from a range of alternative poverty lines are set out below so that 
an impression can be gained of the sensitivity of the results to the poverty line used. 

 
The poverty lines included in the Tables below comprise: 
 

• the half average Henderson equivalent disposable family income line (thus using the 

Henderson equivalence scale to set the relativities between different types of families 

but not using the Henderson poverty line) (half average income) 

 

• the Henderson poverty line, set up by the Poverty Inquiry in 1975 and updated now 

by movements in household disposable income per capita (Henderson); 

 

• the 50 per cent of median Henderson equivalent disposable family income line (half 

median); and 

 

• the 50 per cent of median OECD equivalent disposable family income line (using the 

OECD modified equivalence scale of 1.0 for the first adult, 0.5 for second and 

subsequent adults and 0.3 for each dependent child) (half median OECD).  

The Henderson poverty line produces the highest poverty rates, as it is set at the highest 
income level.  The Henderson poverty line (for a single income couple with two children) is 
about $53 a week higher than the 60 per cent of median income poverty line. Eurostat 
has now set its benchmark poverty line at 60 per cent of median income, so the 
Henderson poverty line is well at the upper end of the poverty line spectrum.  We would 
not recommend use of the Henderson poverty line, as we believe that it has been 
inappropriately indexed to changing community incomes, so that it is gradually increasing 
as a proportion of community incomes (Harding and Szukalska, 2000b).  

Half average poverty line  

The ‘half average’ poverty line is set at half of the average equivalent family disposable 
income of all Australians, with equivalent income calculated using the Henderson 
equivalence scales. Why use a half average income poverty line?  There are some  
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concerns about the adequacy of the median as a benchmark for community incomes in a 
world where there has been strong growth in incomes at the top end of the income 
distribution (Harding 1997). Half average income is also a simple and readily 
understandable concept. 

This poverty line uses the Henderson equivalence scale to set relativities between families 
of different size and composition. As it happens, this poverty line is about 15 per cent 
lower than the Henderson poverty line, so some would consider that it provides a 
reasonable guide to what measured poverty would be now if the method of updating the 
Henderson poverty line were improved (see below). 

The Henderson poverty line 

The Henderson poverty line has been traditionally used in much Australian research on 
financial disadvantage. However, as noted in previous papers we have major concerns 
about the way the line has been updated over time to match changes in community 
incomes (Harding and Szukalska, 1999; Saunders 1996, p. 333; Mitchell and Harding 
1993). As King (1998) recently noted, the Henderson poverty line would now be about  
15 per cent lower if the updating method had been amended to take into account the 
most commonly expressed concerns about it. The Henderson poverty line  produces a 
picture of an ‘ever-rising tide’ of poverty because it is set at an ever-rising proportion of 
family income.  

The Half median poverty line 

The half median poverty line is set at half of the median equivalent family disposable 
income of all Australians. Because the Henderson equivalence scale has again been used, 
this poverty line can be viewed as being exactly the same as a poverty line drawn at 74 
per cent of the usual Henderson poverty line in 1999. 

The OECD poverty line 

The fourth poverty line was used to match many international studies, and is drawn at  
half the median equivalent family disposable income but using the modified OECD 
equivalence scale rather than the Henderson equivalence scale. In this analysis we used 
the most recent modified equivalence scales of 1.0 for the first adult, 0.5 for the second 
and subsequent adults and 0.3 for each dependent child (Mejer and Siermann, 2000). 
This poverty line thus captures the effect of those different assumptions about the relative 
needs of children and adults that are implicit in the different equivalence scale  
(see Table 8). 
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The results in Table 9 suggest that changing the equivalence scale makes a difference to 
the aggregate poverty rate. Thus, the 9.6 per cent poverty rate derived using the half 
median Henderson line is somewhat lower than the 11.0 per cent half median OECD 
poverty rate.  

These different equivalence scales give a different weighting to the relative needs of adults 
and children than does the Henderson scale, so the poverty rate results vary slightly for 
adults and children (see Table 8).                                                              

Table 9 also shows the after-housing poverty rates derived from using the four different 
poverty lines. It should be noted that the best way to calculate after-housing poverty is 
uncertain.  One option is to use the Henderson before and after-housing equivalence 
scales.  Use of these scales suggests that after-housing poverty is lower than before-
housing poverty. This is also the result achieved by other studies of the relationship 
between before and after-housing poverty using the Henderson poverty line (Landt and 
King, 1996, p.5).  But there is some question about whether the housing costs assumed 
in the Henderson equivalence scales are too low for Australia today. 

However, it is not entirely clear how half average after-housing income poverty lines can 
be constructed using the Henderson equivalence scales. To derive the figures in Table 9 
for the half average and the half median Henderson after-housing poverty rates, we have 
first divided after-housing disposable income by the Henderson after-housing equivalence 
scales.  We have then set the poverty line at half the average and half the median 
equivalent after-housing income. This approach then suggests that after-housing poverty is 
higher than before-housing poverty.  This is because the housing costs of the poor amount 
to a higher proportion of their disposable income than the housing costs of the non-poor. 
As a result, setting a poverty line at half of average equivalent after-housing income results 
in a higher poverty line and thus a higher poverty rate.  But there is an issue about 
whether it is appropriate to divide after-housing income by the after-housing Henderson 
equivalence scale values. 

What happens if we apply the OECD equivalence scale and set the poverty line at half of 
the after-housing equivalent OECD income? In this case, the after-housing poverty rate is 
again higher than the before-housing poverty rate. But, again, there are questions about  
whether it is appropriate to apply the same modified OECD equivalence scale to both 
before and after-housing income.  To do so implicitly assumes that there is the same 
relationship between the additional needs of, say, a couple with two children relative to a 
single person when housing is and is not included within the definition of needs.  That is, 
the OECD scale for a single person is 1 while that for a couple with two children is 2.1.  
This means that a couple with two children are assumed to require $210 of after-tax 
income to be in the same position as a single person with an income of $100. This is 
before taking account of their housing costs. So the question is whether it is still correct to 
assume that after paying for housing a couple with two children requires 2.1 times as 
much income as a single person.       
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Given these methodological uncertainties, the after-housing figures in Table 9 should be 
regarded as indicative rather than definitive. 

  

Table 9: Estimated poverty rates by family type before and after housing costs are met, 
1999 

 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM.  Note: To tals 
refer to number o f individual s, not househo lds or families. 

 Half average Henderson  Half median 
Henderson 

Half median 
OECD 

 POVERTY RATES BEFORE PAYING FOR HOUSING  

POVERTY LINE $406 $483 $358 $368 

Children 
    

Poverty rate  (%) 14.9 25.7 10.1 9.3 

Number in poverty 732 1,265 497 456 

Adults     

Poverty rate (%) 12.8 21.5 9.4 11.4 

Number in poverty 1,710 2,880 1,266 1,534 

All Australians     

Poverty rate (%) 13.3     22.6 9.6 11.0 

Number in poverty 2,443 4,145 1,762 1,990 

 POVERTY RATES AFTER PAYING FOR HOUSING   

Children 
    

Poverty rate (%) 21.6 26.8 16.3 15.1 

Number in poverty 1,063 1,319 802 743 

Adults     

Poverty rate (%) 15.7 18.2 13.0 15.6 

Number in poverty 2,109 2,444 1,741 2,087 

All Australians     

Poverty rate (%) 17.3 20.5 13.9 15.4 

Number in poverty 3,172 3,763 2,543 2,830 
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The following tables— C1 through to C32— provide poverty results for children, adults 
and all Australians. The numbers refer to total number of individuals below the poverty 
line, and the percentages refer to the poverty rate or poverty risk for those individuals. For 
example, a poverty rate of 10 per cent means that 10 per cent of the relevant group are in 
poverty. The results have been divided into two separate parts—before and after housing. 
The latter results refer to poverty after all housing costs have been met. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person       

Male   553 1,286 1,840 13.2 11.8 12.2 

Female  179 424 603 24.6 16.8 18.6 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Age of reference person       

15-24 26 361 387 19.8 24.2 23.8 

25-34 174 316 490 14.6 11.7 12.6 

35-44 360 342 702 15.3 12.2 13.6 

45-54 145 236 381 13.4 9.6 10.8 

55-64  28 238 266 17.2 14.3 14.5 

65 and over 0 216 216 0 9.4 9.4 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 543 856 1,398 13.2 9.9 11.0 

Separated or divorced 111 253 364 20.6 13.7 15.3 

Never married 79 602 680 30.0 20.6 21.4 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 183 n.a. n.a 13.5 n.a n.a 

5-9 years 204 n.a. n.a 16.1 n.a. n.a 

10-14 years 221 n.a. n.a 16.9 n.a. n.a 

15-18 years 97 n.a. n.a 12.9 n.a. n.a 

19-24 years 27 n.a. n.a 11.1 n.a. n.a 

Total: 732 n.a. n.a 14.9 n.a. n.a 

Table C1 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
income poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil n.a 1,148 1,148 n.a. 13.1 13.1 

One 108 162 270 10.7 9.3 9.8 

Two 233 199 432 11.7 10.8 11.3 

Three   221 235 346 17.1 15.6 16.5 

Four or more    171 75 246 27.3 28.1 27.6 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 164 297 461 5.0 3.9 4.2 

Own Business 66 127 194 15.1 14.0 14.3 

Government Cash Benefits 468 861 1,329 43.2 24.0 28.5 

Other Income  19 222 241 16.7 22.1 21.6 

None 16 100 218 100 100 100 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Number of parental earners       

Nil 376 1,033 1,408 43.9 24.8 28.1 

One 172 420 591 9.2 8.3 8.6 

Two 185 258 443 8.4 6.1 6.9 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Labour force status of      
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 256 442 697 7.2 5.5 6.0 

Employed part-time 60 177 237 16.9 19.9 19.1 

Unemployed 220 494 714 63.4 64.3 64.0 

Not in labour force  196 598 794 30.2 16.0 18.1 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Table C2 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
income poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education  
      

Bachelor  degree or higher 50 126 175 10.6 8.5 9.1 

Other certificate or diploma 35 104 139 11.0 10.2 10.4 

Trade qualifications 104 274 378 14.7 12.8 13.2 

No qualifications 348 1,064 1,412 15.7 13.8 14.2 

Still at school 195 143 338 16.2 13.4 14.9 

Total:  732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 195 549 744 17.3 12.0 13.1 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 238 265 502 10.3 7.0 8.2 

Public renter 99 128 226 27.1 24.8 25.7 

Private renter 163 494 658 16.4 14.4 14.9 

Other  38 274 312 30.0 24.6 25.2 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 274 597 871 16.9 13.1 14.1 

Victoria 162 398 560 13.4 12.0 12.3 

Queensland 131 308 439 13.7 12.6 12.9 

South Australia 68 169 237 17.4 15.4 15.9 

Western Australia 69 156 224 13.7 11.9 12.4 

Tasmania 19 52 71 16.2 15.1 15.4 

ACT and NT 10 30 40 7.7 9.4 8.9 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Table C3 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
income poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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Children Adults All             

Australians     
Children Adults All             

Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  418 925 1,343 7.7 11.2 8.9 

Rest of state 305 755 1,060 13.7 15.6 11.9 

ACT and NT 10 30 40 17.5 9.4 16.1 

Total: 732 1,710 2,443 14.9 12.8 13.3 

Table C4 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
income poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All           
Australians 

Children Adults All          
Australians 

 
(‘000) (‘000) (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS       

Sex of reference person       

Male   918 2,029 2,947 21.9 18.6 19.5 

Female           347  851 1,198 47.7 33.7 36.9 

Total:       1,266  2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Age of reference person       

15-24 51 453 504 37.7 3.4 31.0 

25-34 326 477 803 27.4 17.7 20.7 

35-44 609 561 1,170 25.9 20.0 22.7 

45-54 225 387 613 21.0 15.8 17.4 

55-64  38 203 241 29.2 22.4 23.3 

65 and over 17 798 815 36.5 26.1 26.2 

Total:       1,266  2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 889 1,399 2,288 21.6 16.2 17.9 

Separated or divorced 239 671 910 44.2 36.4 38.1 

Never married 138 810 948 52.4 27.7 29.8 

Total:       1,266  2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 334  n.a.   n.a.  24.6  n.a.   n.a.  

5-9 years 342  n.a.   n.a.  27.0  n.a.   n.a.  

10-14 years 378  n.a.   n.a.  29.0  n.a.   n.a.  

15-18 years 171  n.a.   n.a.  22.8  n.a.   n.a.  

19-24 years 40  n.a.   n.a.  16.3  n.a.   n.a.  

Total:       1,266   n.a.   n.a.  25.7  n.a.   n.a.  

Table C5 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson  
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 

    

45454545    



 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil  n.a.  1,906        1,906         n.a.  21.8 21.8 

One 206 304 510 20.3 17.5 18.6 

Two 428 362 790 21.5 19.6 20.6 

Three   335 189 524 25.9 23.6 25.0 

Four or more  297 119 416 47.5 44.4 46.6 

Total: 1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

LABOUR MARKET       

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 295 484 778 9.0 6.2 7.1 

Own Business 111 187 299 25.4 20.5 2.1 

Government Cash Benefits 824 1,746 2,570 76.1 48.7 55.0 

Other Income  20 261 281 17.9 26.0 25.2 

None 16 202 218 100 100 100 

Total: 1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Number of parental  earners       

Nil 641 1856 2497 74.9 44.6 49.7 

One 352 657 1009 19.0 13.0 14.6 

Two 272 368 640 12.3 8.8 10.0 

Total: 1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Labour force status of the       
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 404 626 1029 11.3 7.8 8.9 

Employed part-time 149 294 443 42.0 33.1 35.6 

Unemployed 314 672 986 90.3 87.5 88.4 

Not in labour force  399 1288 1687 61.3 34.4 38.4 

Total: 1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Table C6 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson  
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education        

Bachelor  degree or higher 69 167 236 14.7 11.3 12.2 

Other certificate or diploma 59 158 216 18.2 15.5 16.2 

Trade qualifications 206 459 665 29.1 21.4 23.3 

No qualifications 604 1,863 2,467 27.2 24.2 24.8 

Still at school 327 234 562 27.2 21.9 24.7 

Total:  1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 270 1,024 1,321 26.3 22.4 23.2 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 374 430 804 16.2 11.4 13.2 

Public renter 211 303 514 58.0 58.7 58.4 

Private renter 326 757 1082 32.7 22.1 24.5 

Other  58 367 424 45.6 32.9 34.2 

Total: 1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 452 953 1,401 27.9 20.8 22.7 

Victoria 258 649 907 21.3 19.5 20.0 

Queensland 257 559 815 27.0 22.8 24.0 

South Australia 126 293 419 32.0 26.7 28.1 

Western Australia 113 277 389 22.4 21.2 21.6 

Tasmania 38 98 136 32.2 28.6 29.5 

ACT and NT 22 51 73 16.9 16.2 16.4 

Total: 1,266 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Table C7 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson  
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  702 1,527 2,229 23.0 18.5 16.4 

Rest of state 541 1302 1843 31.0 27.0 19.7 

ACT and NT 22 51 73 16.9 16.2 28.0 

Total: 1,265 2,880 4,145 25.7 21.5 22.6 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing Costs microdata, upra ted by NATSEM    

Table C8 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson  
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

 
 (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person       

Male            382  955 1,337 9.1 8.8 8.9 

Female           114  311 425 15.7 12.3 13.1 

Total:          497  1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Age of reference person       

15-24            19  305 324 14.4 20.4 19.9 

25-34          110  227 337 9.3 8.4 8.7 

35-44          260  247 507 11.0 8.8 9.8 

45-54           98  174 272 9.1 7.1 7.7 

55-64            10  156 166 6.0 9.4 9.1 

65 and over             0  157 157 0 6.8 6.8 

Total:          497  1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 377 635 1,012 9.1 7.4 7.9 

Separated or divorced 66 158 225 12.3 8.6 9.4 

Never married 53 472 525 20.2 16.2 16.5 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 125  n.a.   n.a.           9.2   n.a   n.a.  

5-9 years 142  n.a.   n.a.         11.2   n.a   n.a.  

10-14 years 140  n.a.   n.a.         10.7   n.a   n.a.  

15-18 years 69  n.a.   n.a.           9.2   n.a   n.a.  

19-24 years 21  n.a.   n.a.           8.4   n.a   n.a.  

Total: 497  n.a.   n.a.         10.1   n.a   n.a.  

Table C9 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil  n.a.  889 889  n.a.  10.2 10.2 

One 65 94 159 6.4 5.4 5.8 

Two 162 141 303 8.1 7.6 7.9 

Three   161 94 255 12.4 11.7 12.2 

Four or more  108 48 156 17.4 17.8 17.5 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of in-
come 

      

Wages and Salaries 120 214 335 3.7 2.8 3.1 

Own Business 57 110 168 13.1 12.1 12.4 

Government cash benefits 285 530 815 26.4 14.8 17.5 

Other Income  18 209 226 16.0 20.8 20.3 

None 16 202 218 100 100 100 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Number of parental 
earners 

      

Nil 213 731 944 24.9 17.6 18.8 

One 133 327 459 7.1 6.5 6.7 

Two 151 208 359 6.8 5.0 5.6 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Labour force status of       
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 217 371 588 6.1 4.6 5.1 

Employed part-time 45 127 172 12.7 14.3 13.8 

Unemployed 116 331 447 33.4 43.2 40.1 

Not in labour force  118 436 555 18.2 11.7 12.6 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Table C10 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education  
      

Bachelor  degree or higher 44 111 154 9.4 7.5 8.0 

Other certificate or diploma 34 82 116 10.5 8.1 8.7 

Trade qualifications 79 200 279 11.1 9.3 9.8 

No qualifications 203 767 971 9.1 10.0 9.8 

Still at school 137 105 242 11.4 9.9 10.7 

Total:  497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 138 389 527 12.2 8.5 9.3 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 177 204 381 7.7 5.4 6.3 

Public renter 42 72 114 11.6 14.0 13.0 

Private renter 111 366 477 11.1 10.7 10.8 

Other  29 234 263 22.8 21.0 21.2 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 196 445 641 12.1 9.7 10.3 

Victoria 111 300 411 9.2 9.0 9.1 

Queensland 82 213 295 8.6 8.7 8.7 

South Australia 40 128 168 10.3 11.7 11.3 

Western Australia 47 117 164 9.4 8.9 9.1 

Tasmania 12 37 49 10.1 10.7 10.6 

ACT and NT 7 26 34 5.7 8.3 7.6 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

Table C11 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  286 691 977 9.4 8.4 8.6 

Rest of state 203 548 751 11.6 11.4 1.4 

ACT and NT 7 26 34 5.7 8.3 7.6 

Total: 497 1,266 1,762 10.1 9.4 9.6 

    Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata,  upra ted by NATSEM    

Table C12 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person       

Male   344 1,074 1,418 8.2 9.9 9.4 

Female  112 461 573 15.4 18.3 17.6 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Age of reference person       

15-24 24 387 411 17.8 25.9 25.3 

25-34 121 276 397 10.2 10.2 10.2 

35-44 214 235 489 9.1 8.4 8.7 

45-54 86 177 263 8.0 7.2 7.5 

55-64  12 192 204 7.3 11.5 11.2 

65 and over 0 267 267 0 11.6 11.6 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 337 647 984 8.2 7.5 7.7 

Separated or divorced 55 250 305 10.1 13.6 12.8 

Never married 65 637 702 24.7 21.8 22.0 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 139 n.a. n.a 10.2 n.a n.a 

5-9 years 116 n.a. n.a 9.1 n.a. n.a 

10-14 years 127 n.a. n.a 9.7 n.a. n.a 

15-18 years 56 n.a. n.a 7.4 n.a. n.a 

19-24 years 19 n.a. n.a 7.7 n.a. n.a 

Total: 456 n.a. n.a. 9.3 n.a. n.a. 

Table C13 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
OECD poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All               
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent  children       

Nil n.a. 1,182 1,182 n.a. 13.5 13.5 

One 68 94 162 6.7 5.5 5.9 

Two 152 134 286 7.6 7.3 7.5 

Three   151 86 237 11.7 10.7 11.3 

Four or more  85 37 123 13.7 13.9 13.7 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 94 202 316 2.9 2.9 2.9 

Own Business 35 223 126 8.0 10.0 9.3 

Government Cash Benefits 296 91 1,084 27.3 22.0 23.2 

Other Income  16 788 247 14.6 22.9 22.1 

None 16 230 218 100 100 100 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Number of parental earners       

Nil 227 1,008 1,235 26.6 24.2 24.6 

One 110 356 467 5.9 7.1 6.8 

Two 119 170 289 5.4 4.1 4.5 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Labour force status of  refer-
ence person  

      

Employed full-time 171 350 521 4.8 4.4 2.5 

Employed part-time 39 145 183 10.9 16.3 14.7 

Unemployed 101 360 461 29.1 46.8 41.3 

Not in labour force  145 680 825 22.4 18.2 18.8 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Table C14 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
OECD poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education  
      

Bachelor  degree or higher 39 125 164 8.5 8.5 8.5 

Other certificate or diploma 28 94 123 8.8 9.3 9.2 

Trade qualifications 59 224 283 8.4 10.4 9.9 

No qualifications 217 999 1,216 9.8 13.0 12.2 

Still at school 112 93 204 9.3 8.7 9.0 

Total:  456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 127 482 609 11.3 10.5 10.7 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 142 184 326 6.2 4.9 5.4 

Public renter 41 88 129 11.1 17.2 14.7 

Private renter 115 452 566 11.5 13.2 12.8 

Other  32 328 360 25.1 29.4 29.0 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 186 550 736 11.5 12.0 11.9 

Victoria 95 363 457 7.8 10.9 10.1 

Queensland 68 254 322 7.2 10.4 9.5 

South Australia 47 156 202 11.9 14.2 13.6 

Western Australia 40 135 176 8.1 10.4 9.7 

Tasmania 12 48 60 10.2 14.0 13.0 

ACT and NT 8 30 37 6.1 9.4 8.4 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

continued       

Table C15 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
OECD poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 



 
Children Adults All             

Australians     
Children Adults All               

Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  258 847 1,105 6.1 10.2 8.4 

Rest of state 190 658 848 8.5 13.6 9.8 

ACT and NT 8 29 37 10.9 9.4 12.9 

Total: 456 1,534 1,990 9.3 11.4 10.9 

Table C16 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
OECD poverty line, 1999 (before housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person       

Male   801 1,617 2,418 19.1 14.9 16.0 

Female  262 492 754 36.0 19.5 23.2 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Age of reference person       

15-24 42 406 448 31.2 27.2 27.5 

25-34 298 478 776 25.1 17.7 19.9 

35-44 502 494 996 21.4 17.6 19.3 

45-54 184 308 492 17.1 12.6 14.0 

55-64  37 238 275 22.6 14.3 15.0 

65 and over 0.2 185 186 2 8.1 8.0 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 779 1,147 1,926 18.9 13.3 15.1 

Separated or divorced 189 291 480 35.1 15.7 20.1 

Never married 96 671 766 36.4 23.0 24.1 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 284  n.a.   n.a.  21.0  n.a.   n.a.  

5-9 years 310  n.a.   n.a.  24.5  n.a.   n.a.  

10-14 years 302  n.a.   n.a.  23.2  n.a.   n.a.  

15-18 years 120  n.a.   n.a.  16.1  n.a.   n.a.  

19-24 years 46  n.a.   n.a.  18.6  n.a.   n.a.  

Total: 1,063  n.a.   n.a.  21.6  n.a.   n.a.  

Continued.       

Table C17 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
poverty line, 1999 (after-housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil n.a. 1,263 1,263  n.a.  14.4 14.4 

One 163 251 414 16.0 14.5 15.1 

Two 369 323 692 18.5 17.5 18.0 

Three   318 182 500 24.6 22.7 23.9 

Four or more  214 89 303 34.3 33.3 34.0 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 332 534 866 10.1 6.9 7.9 

Own Business 91 168 258 20.7 18.4 19.1 

Government Cash Benefits 606 981 1,588 56.0 27.4 34.0 

Other Income  19 224 242 16.9 22.3 21.7 

None 16 202 218 100 100 100 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Number of parental earners       

Nil 482 1,139 1,621 56.3 27.4 32.3 

One 329 614 943 17.7 12.2 13.7 

Two 252 356 608 11.4 8.5 9.5 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Labour force status of      
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 433 656 1,089 12.1 8.2 9.4 

Employed part-time 87 217 304 24.5 24.4 24.4 

Unemployed 262 572 834 75.4 74.5 74.8 

Not in labour force  282 664 946 43.4 17.7 21.5 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Table C18 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
poverty line, 1999 (after-housing). 

   Source : ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing Costs microdata, as upra ted by  NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education 
      

Bachelor  degree or higher 76 160 236 16.2 10.9 12.2 

Other certificate or diploma 57 147 205 17.8 14.5 15.3 

Trade qualifications 178 361 539 25.1 16.8 18.9 

No qualifications 512 1,262 1,774 23.0 16.4 17.9 

Still at school 241 178 419 20.0 16.7 18.4 

Total:  1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 151 389 539 13.4 8.5 9.5 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 436 521 957 18.9 13.8 15.7 

Public renter 101 124 225 27.7 24.0 25.5 

Private renter 349 839 1,189 35.0 24.5 26.9 

Other  26 236 262 20.7 21.2 21.2 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 382 739 1,121 23.6 16.2 18.1 

Victoria 238 465 703 19.6 14.0 15.5 

Queensland 216 417 632 22.7 17.0 18.6 

South Australia 91 191 281 23.2 17.4 18.9 

Western Australia 94 198 293 18.8 15.3 16.2 

Tasmania 25 61 86 21.4 17.8 18.7 

ACT and NT 17 38 55 13.5 12.0 12.4 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Table C19 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
poverty line, 1999 (after-housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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Children Adults All             

Australians     
Children Adults All             

Australians     

 
 (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  611 1,179 1,790 20.0 14.3 15.8 

Rest of state 435 892 1,327 24.9 18.5 20.2 

ACT and NT 17 38 55 13.5 12.0 12.4 

Total: 1,063 2,109 3,172 21.6 15.7 17.3 

Table C20 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half average 
poverty line, 1999 (after-housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)   (‘000)   (‘000)  (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person 977 1,869 2,847 23.3 17.2 18.9 

Male   341 575 916 46.9 22.8 28.2 

Female  1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Total:       

Age of reference person       

15-24 48 450 498 36.2 30.1 30.6 

25-34 372 558 930 31.3 20.7 23.9 

35-44 612 579 1,191 26.0 20.6 22..1 

45-54 244 368 611 22.7 15.0 17.3 

55-64  42 271 314 26.1 16.3 17.2 

65 and over 0.2 218 218 1.2 9.5 9.4 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 952 1,339 2,291 23.1 15.5 17.9 

Separated or divorced 234 346 580 43.4 18.7 24.3 

Never married 131 760 892 50.3 26.0 28.0 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 354  n.a.   n.a.  26.1  n.a.   n.a.  

5-9 years 378  n.a.   n.a.  29.7  n.a.   n.a.  

10-14 years 377  n.a.   n.a.  28.9  n.a.   n.a.  

15-18 years 161  n.a.   n.a.  21.4  n.a.   n.a.  

19-24 years 50  n.a.   n.a.  20.0  n.a.   n.a.  

Total: 1,319  n.a.   n.a.   26.8.   n.a.  20.5 

Continued.       

Table C21 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson 
poverty line, 1999 (after-housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil n.a. 1,406 1,405  n.a.  16.1 16.1 

One 207 314 521 20.4 18.1 18.9 

Two 463 398 862 23.2 21.6 22.4 

Three   381 219 600 29.5 27.3 28.6 

Four or more   267 108 375 42.8 40.0 42.0 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 408 627 1,036 12.5 8.1 9.4 

Own Business 107 192 299 24.4 21.1 22.1 

Government Cash Benefits 759 1,186 1,945 70.1 33.1 41.6 

Other Income  29 237 266 26.3 23.5 23.8 

None 16 202 218 100 100 100 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Number of parental earners       

Nil 607 1,309 1,915 70.9 31.4 38.1 

One 424 738 1,163 22.9 14.6 16.8 

Two 297 397 685 13.0 9.5 10.7 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Labour force status of      
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 505 749 1,254 14.1 9.4 10.8 

Employed part-time 129 269 399 36.5 30.3 32.0 

Unemployed 303 641 944 87.3 83.5 84.7 

Not in labour force  381 785 1,166 58.5 21.0 26.5 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Table C22 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson 
poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education  
      

Bachelor  degree or higher 81 171 253 17.4 11.6 13.0 

Other certificate or diploma 80 179 260 25.0 17.7 19.4 

Trade qualifications 220 413 633 31.0 19.2 22.2 

No qualifications 614 1,456 2,070 27.6 18.9 20.8 

Still at school 323 225 548 26.8 21.1 24.1 

Total:  1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 190 456 646 16.9 10.0 11.3 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 504 594 1,098 21.8 15.7 18.0 

Public renter 170 173 343 46.7 33.5 39.0 

Private renter 421 950 1,371 42.2 27.7 30.1 

Other  33 272 305 26.5 24.4 24.6 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 512 870 1,381 31.6 19.0 22.3 

Victoria 273 545 818 22.6 16.4 18.0 

Queensland 254 471 726 26.7 19.2 21.3 

South Australia 107 216 323 27.3 19.7 21.7 

Western Australia 118 229 347 23.5 17.6 19.2 

Tasmania 32 69 101 26.8 20.0 21.8 

ACT and NT 22 45 68 17.3 14.3 15.2 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Table C23 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson 
poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

 
 (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  769 1,368 2,137 25.2 16.6 18.9 

Rest of state 527 1,026 1,031 30.2 21.4 23.7 

ACT and NT 23 45 68 17.3 21.2 14.3 

Total: 1,319 2,444 3,763 26.8 18.2 20.5 

Table C24 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using Henderson 
poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All         
Australians             

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person       

Male   617 1,327 1,944 14.7 12.2 12.9 

Female  185 414 599 25.4 16.4 18.4 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Age of reference person       

15-24 36 370 406 26.8 24.8 25.0 

25-34 216 397 614 18.2 14.7 15.8 

35-44 390 389 779 16.6 13.8 15.1 

45-54 136 244 380 12.6 10.0 10.8 

55-64  24 182 206 14.8 10.9 11.3 

65 and over 0.2 159 159 2 6.9 6.9 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 599 914 1,513 14.5 10.6 11.9 

Separated or divorced 126 231 357 23.4 12.5 15.0 

Never married 77 596 673 29.4 20.4 21.1 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 212  n.a.   n.a.  15.6  n.a.   n.a.  

5-9 years 229  n.a.   n.a.  18.1           n.a.   n.a.  

10-14 years 234  n.a.   n.a.  17.9           n.a.   n.a.  

15-18 years 94  n.a.   n.a.  12.5           n.a.   n.a.  

19-24 years 34  n.a.   n.a.  13.5           n.a.   n.a.  

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Table C25 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (after housing) 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil n.a. 1,085 1,085  n.a.  12.4 12.4 

One 134 205 339 13.2 11.8 12.3 

Two 282 247 529 14.2 13.4 13.8 

Three   246 143 389 19.0 17.8 18.6 

Four or more  140 61 201 22.4 22.6 22.5 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 245 408 653 7.5 5.3 5.9 

Own Business 68 133 201 15.4 14.6 14.9 

Government cash benefits 455 786 1,241 42.0 21.9 26.6 

Other Income  19 213 231 16.9 21.2 20.7 

None 16 202 218 100 100 100 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Number of parental earners       

Nil 358 967 1,325 41.8 26.4 23.2 

One 240 482 722 12.9 10.5 10.0 

Two 204 293 497 9.2 7.8 7.0 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Labour force status of      
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 335 537 871 9.4 6.7 7.5 

Employed part-time 68 174 242 19.2 19.6 19.5 

Unemployed 205 486 691 58.9 63.3 62.0 

Not in labour force  195 544 738 29.9 14.5 16.8 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Table C26 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (after housing) 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education 
      

Bachelor degree or higher 65 141 207 14.1 10.7 8.0 

Other certificate or diploma 52 117 169 16.1 12.6 8.7 

Trade qualifications 107 283 390 15.2 13.7 9.8 

No qualifications 391 1,055 1,446 17.6 14.6 9.8 

Still at school 186 145 332 15.5 14.6 10.7 

Total:  802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 119 315 434 10.6 6.0 7.6 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 343 420 763 14.9 11.1 12.5 

Public renter 57 79 135 15.5 15.2 15.4 

Private renter 259 712 970 25.9 20.8 21.9 

Other  25 216 241 19.5 19.4 19.4 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 308 633 941 19.0 13.8 15.2 

Victoria 171 376 547 14.2 11.3 12.1 

Queensland 152 331 483 15.9 13.5 14.2 

South Australia 69 156 225 17.5 14.3 15.1 

Western Australia 67 165 233 13.4 12.7 12.9 

Tasmania 20 48 68 16.9 13.9 14.7 

ACT and NT 15 32 47 11.9 10.1 10.6 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Table C27 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using housing half 
median poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  473 979 1,452 15.5 11.8 12.8 

Rest of state 314 730 1,044 18.0 15.1 15.9 

ACT and NT 15 32 47 11.9 10.1 10.6 

Total: 802 1,741 2,543 16.3 13.0 13.9 

Table C28 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
      

Sex of reference person       

Male   527 148 2006 12.6 13.6 13.3 

Female  216 609 824 29.6 24.1 25.4 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Age of reference person       

15-24 48 422 470        36.1         28.3         28.9  

25-34 232 419 651        19.5         15.6         16.8  

35-44 330 381 711        14.0         13.5         13.8  

45-54 113 262 375        10.5         10.7         10.6  

55-64  20 257 277        12.3         15.4         15.2  

65 and over 0.2 347 347          1.9         15.1         15.0  

Total:         743        2,088        2,830         15.1         15.6         15.3  

Marital status of parents       

Married or de-facto 507 929 1436        12.3         10.7         11.3  

Separated or divorced 139 420 559        25.8         22.8         23.5  

Never married 97 738 835        36.8         25.3         26.2  

Total: 743       2,087        2,830         15.1         15.6         15.4  

Age of dependent child       

0-4 years 228  n.a.   n.a.  16.8  n.a.   n.a.  

5-9 years 212  n.a.   n.a.  16.8  n.a.   n.a.  

10-14 years 205  n.a.   n.a.  15.7  n.a.   n.a.  

15-18 years 67  n.a.   n.a.  8.9  n.a.   n.a.  

19-24 years 31  n.a.   n.a.  12.4  n.a.   n.a.  

Total: 743  n.a.   n.a.  15.1  n.a.   n.a.  

Table C29 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median  
OECD poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 

    

70707070    



 Children Adults   All             
Australians       

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Number of dependent    
children 

      

Nil n.a. 1,474 1,474 n.a. 16.8 16.8 

One 152 219 371 15.0 12.6 13.5 

Two 271 230 501 13.6 12.5 13.1 

Three   192 110 301 14.8 13.7 14.4 

Four  128 54 182 20.6 20.0 20.4 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

LABOUR MARKET 
      

Principal source of income        

Wages and Salaries 193 355 548 5.9 4.6 5.0 

Own Business 52 120 172 11.8 13.2 12.8 

Government Cash Benefits 464 1,172 1,636 42.9 32.7 35.0 

Other Income  19 237 256 16.9 23.6 23.0 

None 16 202 218 100 100 100 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Number of parental earners       

Nil 397 1,385 1,782 46.4 33.2 35.5 

One 191 473 664 10.3 9.4 9.6 

Two 155 229 384 7.0 5.5 6.0 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Labour force status of      
reference person  

      

Employed full-time 267 480 747 7.5 6.0 6.4 

Employed part-time 44 169 213 12.5 19.0 17.1 

Unemployed 176 477 653 50.6 62.2 58.6 

Not in labour force  257 961 1,218 39.4 25.7 27.7 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Table C30 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
OECD poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 

    

71717171    



 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

  (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Education 
      

Bachelor  degree or higher 66 155 222 14.2 10.6 11.4 

Other certificate or diploma 51 127 178 15.8 12.5 13.3 

Trade qualifications 110 335 445 15.5 15.6 15.6 

No qualifications 379 1,356 1,735 17.0 17.6 17.5 

Still at school 137 114 251 11.4 10.7 11.0 

Total:  743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Tenure Type       

Owner (without mortgage) 100 390 490 8.9 8.5 8.6 

Purchaser (with mortgage) 317 418 735 13.7 11.0 12.1 

Public renter 52 157 208 14.2 30.4 23.7 

Private renter 268 893 1,161 26.9 26.1 26.2 

Other  6 230 237 5.0 20.7 19.1 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

RESIDENCE       

State of usual residence       

New South Wales 291 755 1,046 17.9 16.5 16.9 

Victoria 161 488 648 13.3 14.7 13.3 

Queensland 138 381 519 14.5 15.5 15.3 

South Australia 66 187 253 16.9 17.1 17.0 

Western Australia 57 182 239 11.4 14.0 13.3 

Tasmania 19 60 79 16.1 17.4 17.1 

ACT and NT 10 35 46 7.8 11.2 10.2 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Table C31 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median 
OECD poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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 Children Adults All             
Australians     

Children Adults All             
Australians     

 
 (‘000)  (‘000)  (‘000) (%) (%) (%) 

Area of residence       

Capital City  459 1,209 1,668 15.0 14.6 14.7 

Rest of state 274 843 1,117 15.7 17.5 17.0 

ACT and NT 10 35 46 7.8 11.2 10.2 

Total: 743 757       2,830  15.1 15.6 15.4 

Table C32 Estimates of financial disadvantage among Australians using half median  
OECD poverty line, 1999 (after housing). 

Source: ABS, 1997-98 Survey of Income and Housing  Costs microdata, as uprated by NATSEM. 
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