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Foreword
There are at present no official benchmarks in Australia for the adequacy of income
support payments for unemployed people. The adequacy of payments to the young
unemployed has been a matter of particular contention for a number of years. Should
single unemployed 16-17 year olds receive a lower level of income support than 1820 year olds? Should these in turn receive a lower amount than those aged 21 years
or over? Should an 18-20 year old unemployed person living at home receive only
around two-thirds of that received by their counterpart living away from home?
These sorts of questions have been prominent in discussions about youth income
support over the past fifteen years or so. In the present Australian environment of
very high unemployment and severe budgetary restraint, they have taken on
increased importance.
Against this background, in 1991 the Department of Social Security commissioned
the Social Policy Research Centre to jointly undertake a study of the living costs and
conditions of the young unemployed. The aim of the study was to collect and present
data on the incomes, costs and circumstances of the young unemployed, with a focus
on providing information which would contribute to assessing the pattern of
adequacy afforded by the structure of income support payments. The basis for the
study was a personal interview survey of almost 400 single young unemployed
people who were receiving income support and living in the Sydney metropolitan
area. The random sample was stratified by age and living arrangements, and the
survey was undertaken in November 1991. The findings from the survey are
presented in this report.
At one level, the survey findings amount to a detailed description of aspects of the
lives of the young unemployed. This alone is of considerable interest,
complementing as it does the largely anecdotal or unrepresentative accounts
otherwise available. But the real interest in the survey data lies in what they can tell
us about the adequacy of payments, and here the study grapples with one of the
perennial issues of social policy analysis: how do you measure adequacy? The
approach taken was to focus on relative rather than absolute adequacy; that is, to
pose questions in terms of whether payments for some are more adequate than those
for others, rather than seeking to define what does and does not constitute adequacy
in some absolute sense. Furthermore, in recognition of the many ways in which an
inadequate income may be manifested, a picture of the pattern of adequacy was
developed from a number of different perspectives. The approach broadly follows
that employed by Peter Whiteford in his study of the adequacy of income support
payments for sole parents which was reported in an earlier volume in this series
(SPRC Reports and Proceedings No. 95).
This report describes the pattern of adequacy of income support in terms of
expenditure to income ratios, the operation of constraints on various aspects of
people's lives, changes in net savings, and people's own perceptions of the incomes
they need. These four perspectives, not surprisingly, produce somewhat different
pictures. Certain features do, however, emerge repeatedly from each of the
perspectives and this has enabled development of a broad picture of the pattern of
adequacy provided by income support for the young unemployed.
Peter Saunders
Director
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1 Introduction
1.1 The Study
This report presents the findings from a survey of the living conditions and costs of
around 400 young single unemployed people receiving income support and living in
the Sydney metropolitan area. The aim of the study has been:
•

to collect and present data on the incomes, costs and circumstances of the
young unemployed, with a focus on providing information which will
contribute to an assessment of the pattern of adequacy afforded by the structure
of income support payments for this group.

. 1.2 Background
Income support payments for the single young unemployed vary primarily according
to a person's age and living arrangements. Rates of payment increase with age, with
distinction between 16-17 year olds, 18-20 year olds and those aged 21 or over.
Those 16-17 year olds who can fulfil certain criteria of independent living receive
more than those who cannot. Those 18-20 year olds living away from the parental
home are paid more than their counterparts living in the parental home. By the time
someone has reached the age of 21, no distinction in the rate of payment is made
according to living arrangements. All recipients are subject to means testing with
reference to their income and assets. Payments to those under 18 years old who are
not deemed to be living independently are also subject to means testing with regard
to parental income and assets.
The structure of income support for the young unemployed in late 1991 was the
result of many changes over the previous 10 years or so; changes which, in general,
have not allayed fairly continuous criticism from welfare groups and others over the
adequacy of payments. To be fair, some changes, such as the introduction of higher
rates for 16-17 year olds living independently, have moderated certain adequacy
concerns. On the other hand, other changes, such as the introduction of parental
income-testing, have provoked heightened criticism. A concise statement of these
criticisms was recently issued by the State and Territory Youth Affairs Councils and
Networks (Robinson, 1992) in the report A Living Income.
A particularly useful review of the issues involved in the debate on the adequacy of
youth income support has been prepared within the Department of Social Security by
Wilson (1992). She found that it was difficult to assess many of the criticisms
because of a lack of empirical data on the actual circumstances of the young
unemployed. Major social surveys, such as the income and expenditure surveys
conducted by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), generally include very small
numbers of the young unemployed in the sample, besides only providing part of the
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information required to assess adequacy. Some detailed studies of the living
circumstances of the young unemployed have been undertaken: the most notable
example being the Youth Incomes and Living Costs Study conducted for the Youth
Affairs Council of Victoria in 1988 (Hartley, 1989). While such studies can provide
a wealth of detail, this has been at the expense of sample numbers and representivity.
Wilson's conclusion on the need for further research echoed calls which have been
made repeatedly by the Australian Council of Social Service (ACOSS) over a
number of years and which received prominence in the reform agenda proposed by
the State and Territory Youth Affairs Councils and Networks (Robinson, 1992). In
fact, the Department of Social Security had responded in early 1991 to this perceived
need for better empirical data when it initiated the present study and commissioned
the Social Policy Research Centre to jointly undertake the work.
An important feature of this study is the concern with the collection of information
which will contribute to an assessment of the pattern of adequacy; that is, with the

relativities in the structure of income support for the young unemployed. The study
was not designed to collect information as a basis for addressing the question as to
whether income support levels are adequate or not in some absolute sense. Rather,
the research question underlying the study is of the following form:

Is it reasonable, on the grounds of adequacy, that a young
unemployed person with certain characteristics (such as how
old they are and whether or not they live with parents) receives
$x of income support while someone with different
characteristics receives $y?
This ultimate concern with issues of relative adequacy rather than absolute
adequacy may be seen by some as avoidance of an important and difficult issue. It
is certainly a difficult issue and to address it would require considerable effort
toward deriving a persuasive and operational definition of just what is adequate and
what is not. It is questionable, in any case, whether a clear distinction between an
adequate and an inadequate income can be drawn, and the notion of adequacy as a
continuum with degrees of adequacy appears more appealing. Nevertheless, much
of the material collected will still be useful to those who wish to define and employ
an absolute measure of adequacy.
Beyond the technical question of what does and does not constitute an adequate
income, we know already that the young unemployed have low incomes; incomes
which are less adequate, for example, than those that would be obtained from even
low-paid employment.
The question of the relativities among the young
unemployed, on the other hand, is a matter which can benefit from detailed research.
We really do not know whether the variations in income support payments for the
young unemployed are reasonable or not. There is much to be gained from research
into relativities in the degree of adequacy provided, though were we to have focused
on the question of absolute adequacy we would need to have been prepared for some
criticism along the following lines.
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Now We Know
'Studies have shown that unemployed people don't have
enough money to use public transport, have difficulties in
buying shoes and clothing and cut down on food'. (Guardian
report)
Scientists praise Galileo,
Who observed our earthly path,
Or give thanks that Archimedes
Cried 'Eureka!' in his bath;
But there's none so rates our homage,
No one we should honour more
Than the team who 've just discovered
That the unemployed are poor.
What a startling revelation!
God, they must have studied hard,
Working madly with computers,
Scanning printouts by the yard,
Till at last the fmal breakthrough
Caused their bloodshot eyes to glint,
As researchers cried in triumph,
'It's the jobless who are skint!'
Thus have brilliant brains deciphered
What was barely understood,
Shedding light on what was hidden,
And advancing human good.
Glory to our team of dickheads!
No one could have sussed before
Unemployment is the reason
Millions in our midst are poor. (Roger Woddis in New
Statesman and Society, 27 November 1992: p. 7)
While the term 'young unemployed' is generally taken to refer to those under 21
years old, and it is this group which is the primary focus of this study, 21-24 year
olds were also included in the study. The purpose of this was to provide a link
between information on the circumstances of the young unemployed and information
on the circumstances of the broader population of unemployed people; 21-24 year
olds are paid at the adult rate of income support.
The broader applicability of the findings from this study are, of course, conditioned
by the nature of the survey sample. The sample included unemployed people aged
between 16 and 24 years old who were in receipt of income support, with the sample
stratified primarily according to age and living arrangements. Only single people
without dependent children were included, in line with their overwhelming
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preponderance among the young unemployed. The study, therefore, reveals nothing
about the circumstances of the far smaller group of young unemployed people living
with partners and/or children.
The sUlvey was confined to people living in the Sydney metropolitan area and
particular features of this area, such as housing costs and characteristics of the labour
market, need to be borne in mind in any broader interpretation of the findings 1.
Finally the survey was unable, because of low sample numbers or through not
having asked the appropriate questions, to satisfactorily address the particular
circumstances of certain population groups; notably, Aboriginals and members of
some ethnic groups.
Being concerned with adequacy re1ativities within the structure of income support
for the young unemployed, the sample only included those people who were in
receipt of income support. The situations of young unemployed people who do not
receive income support, for whatever reason, are not covered, and matters of
eligibility for payments are only indirectly addressed with regard to the eligibility for
different rates of payment. It is worth noting that many of the criticisms of the level
of adequacy in youth income support have focused on matters of eligibility,
particularly with regard to Youth Homeless Allowance (YHA) (Hartley and Maas,
1988) and with aspects of Newstart (ACOSS, 1991).
The survey was undertaken in November 1991 and the picture provided therefore
refers to the income support system at that time. Since then, there have been some
changes to relevant income support provisions, including important extensions in the
eligibility for Rent Assistance among the young unemployed.
Finally, it should be remembered that the aim of this study is to contribute to an
assessment of adequacy. This has implications for the content of the report and for
the relationship between this material and the products of other research. With
regard to the first point, this report does not develop firm conclusions about the
pattern of adequacy provided by income support for the young unemployed. To do
so would require considerable further analysis. Some broad tentative conclusions
are nevertheless advanced.
With regard to the relationship to other research, this study produces material which
cannot be provided from, for example, small-scale intensive interview surveys. Such
surveys, on the other hand, provide some information that this study cannot. The
1

To provide an indication of the degree to which a sample drawn from metropolitan Sydney
would be representative of the national population, the characteristics of all 16-24 year old
recipients of Job Search Allowance and Newstart Allowance as at Novem ber 1991 were
compared with the characteristics of those living in metropolitan Sydney. The main
difference was in country of birth with 35 per cent of the Sydney population born overseas
compared to 17 per cent of the national population. The median duration of benefit receipt
was slightly lower for the Sydney population (27.0 weeks compared to 30.2 weeks) and the
proponion receiving Rent Assistance was slightly higher (37 per cent compared to 34 per
cent).
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present work should thus be seen as a complement to other research. There is no
anticipation that this study will provide the sole basis for a final and definitive
answer to the questions of relative adequacy. Besides the particular nature of the
study, as described above, the sample does not represent the whole population of the
young unemployed and, as will be seen below, it is difficult to come to grips with the
concept of adequacy in quantitative terms. Nevertheless, the study remains the most
extensive undertaken in Australia of the living costs and conditions of the young
unemployed.

1.3 Conduct of the Study
The study was undertaken jointly by the Social Policy Research Centre (SPRC) and
the Social Policy Division of the Department of Social Security (OSS). The two
bodies took primary responsibility for different parts of the study. Overall project
design was undertaken jointly, with the Centre then taking primary responsibility for
the questionnaire design and literature review and the Department undertaking the
sample design. Fieldwork was co-ordinated by the Department with staff from both
organisations conducting interviews. The tasks of data coding and data entry were
performed by the Department with the Centre then conducting data analysis and
writing the report.
As the study involved direct access to OSS clients and to administrative data
pertaining to those clients, SPRC staff involved in the study signed undertakings to
maintain confidentiality and privacy and, in certain aspects of the research,
effectively operated as if they were staff of the Department. Nevertheless, it should
be stressed that this report has been written by the Centre.

1.4 Structure of the Report
The report is divided into four parts. The following three sections cover policy and
methodology, including sections on income support policy for the young
unemployed (Section 2) and on approaches to assessing adequacy (Section 3),
leading to a specification of the survey methodology (Section 4).
The five subsequent sections present data from the survey which describe the
situations of the young unemployed in terms of the important factors which can be
expected to condition the degree of financial adequacy provided by income support.
These include various personal characteristics (Section 5), living arrangements
(Section 6), incomes (Section 7), costs (Section 8) and other transfers between the
young unemployed and their parents (Section 9).
Sections 10 to 15 cover the findings from the survey with regard to indicators of the
degree of financial adequacy. Following description of the approach taken in
Section 10, patterns of adequacy seen from four perspectives are presented:
expenditure to income ratios (Section 11), financial constraints (Section 12), changes
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in net savings (Section 13), and perceived minimum incomes (Section 14). Section
15 presents a description of financial vulnerability.
The study's major findings are presented in the last three sections of the report: an
overview of the study methodology (Section 16), major findings on the living
circumstances of the young unemployed (Section 17), and major findings on relative
adequacy (Section 18).
The presentation of survey results is illustrated with extracts from individual cases in
the sample. To preserve confidentiality, any possibly identifying details have been
omitted.
Appendices present accounts of the evolution of the present structure of income
support for the young unemployed, and corresponding developments in the United
Kingdom and New Zealand. Appendix Three provides further detail of other
empirical research in this area. The last appendix includes notes on some
consultations with unemployed Koori youth.

2 Income Support for the Young
Unemployed
2.1 Evolution of the Present Structure
From the introduction of Unemployment Benefit in 1944, up until 1973, payment
rates for the single unemployed increased with age, according to three age
categories. There was a 'junior' rate for 16 and 17 year olds, an 'intermediate' rate
for 18 to 20 year olds, and an 'adult' rate for those aged 21 years or over. Since
1973, however, there has been considerable variation in the structure of payments for
the young unemployed leading to the structure we have today. A detailed account of
the evolution of this structure of payments is included in Appendix One, including a
chronology of major changes (Table A1.1) and figures on maximum weekly rates of
payment for the young unemployed according to age and living arrangements from
1973 to the present (Table A1.2). Here, a brief summary of major developments
over the past 20 years or so is provided.
In 1973, the age differential which had prevailed since 1944 was removed and all
single unemployed people were paid at a uniform rate, the lower rates being raised to
the adult rate. This uniform rate of payment, however, lasted only a little over two
years before an age differential was reintroduced in 1975 with distinction made
between those under 18 years and those 18 years and over. A structure with three
age categories was regained in 1985 with the reintroduction of an 'intermediate' rate
for 18-20 year olds, announced as part of the gradual implementation of a 'Common
Allowance Structure' for young people whether in education, training or looking for
work.
Subsequent changes to the structure of income support for the young unemployed
have primarily been linked to variations in living arrangements and to a shift toward
greater emphasis on parental support. For 16-17 year olds, a higher' Homeless' rate
of payment, Young Homeless Allowance (YHA)2, was introduced in 1986 and an
equivalent 'Independent' rate, for those who could demonstrate independence if not
homelessness, was introduced in 1990. For those 18-20 year olds living with their
parents, a lower 'at home' rate was paid from 1990 than that paid to their
counterparts living away from home. Payments for those 16-17 year olds who were
not receiving the 'Homeless' or 'Independent' rate of payment became subject to a
parental income test from 1988. Additional assistance for private renters was not
available to single recipients of Unemployment Benefit until 1986, when eligibility
2

The 'Homeless' rate of payment was originally known as Young Homeless Allowance, but,
in the case of unemployed people, is now known as Job Search Allowance at the Homeless
rate. Still, in the interests of brevity, JSA at the Homeless rate is referred to by the
abbreviation YHA in many of the tables and figures which appear below.
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for Rent Assistance was extended to some of those aged 18 or over. Further
extensions in the eligibility for Rent Assistance since the time of the survey reported
here are described in the following section.
The overall effect of these changes has been to see living arrangements, including
notions of parental support, supplementing age as a second dimension which
delineates the structure of income support for the young unemployed. There have
also been changes in nomenclature reflecting moves to a more active program of
income support.
Unemployment Benefit has been replaced by Job Search
Allowance (JSA), this change taking place for 16-17 year olds in 1988, and for the
older age groups in July 1991. For those aged 18 or over, JSA can only be received
for 12 months with subsequent, but not automatic, payment of Newstart Allowance
(NSA).

2.2 Current Income Support Provisions for the Single Young
Unemployed
From July 1991, then, two types of basic social security payment applied to the
young unemployed: Job Search Allowance (JSA) for those under 18 years old, and
for those 18 years old and over and unemployed for less than 12 months; and
Newstart Allowance (NSA) for those aged 18 or over and unemployed for 12 months
or more. Rates of payment and the various associated provisions relevant to this
study, as at November 1991, are set out below.
Rates of Payment

Basic rates of payment for the single young unemployed under JSA and NSA are
given in Table 2.1. Within each category shown, the rates of payment under JSA
and NSA are the same, though eligibility for the payments differs. Rates vary,
firstly, according to age of recipient: increasing with age, with distinction between
16-17 year olds, 18-20 year olds and those 21 years old or over. For those under 21
years old, there is then a variation in the basic rate of payment according to living
arrangements. For 16-17 year olds, a higher rate of benefit is paid to those living
away from the parental home and deemed to be either Independent or Homeless.
With 18-20 year olds, the living arrangements distinction is simpler with a higher
rate paid to those living' away for home' than to those' at home' .
The first column of Table 2.1 shows rates of payment expressed in weekly terms.
The weekly rates in November 1991 ranged from $62.05 for 16-17 year olds who
were neither 'Independent' nor 'Homeless' to $138.85 for those aged 21 years or
over. The second and third columns of the table set out the relativities between rates
of payment.
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Table 2.1: Income Support for the Single Young Unemployed: Basic Rates as at November
1991

As a proportion of
rate for 21-24
year olds

As a proportion
of maximum r'dte
for age group

$/week

(%)

(%)

16-17 year olds
JSA
JSA Independent
JSA Homeless

62.05
102.40
102.40

44.7
73.7
73.7

60.6
100.0
100.0

18-20 year olds
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

74.55
113.25

53.7
81.6

65.8
100.0

21-24 year olds
JSA/NSA

138.85

100.0

100.0

Eligibility for Payments
To receive JSA a person must generally be at least 16 years old (some 15 year aids
may be eligible) and be:
•

unemployed;

•

willing and able to undertake suitable paid employment;

•

actively looking for such work; and

•

registered for work with the Commonwealth Employment Service (CES).

After 12 months receipt of JSA, payment ceases for those aged 18 years or over, and
the recipient can then apply for NSA. Transfer to NSA is not automatic but is
conditional on the drawing up of an individual Newstan activity agreement between
the applicant and the CES.
Given eligibility for JSA, different conditions govern eligibility for the three 'away
from home' rates for 16-17 and 18-20 year aIds. An 18-20 year old qualifies for the
'away from home' rate simply if living away from the parental home. However, to
receive the Independent rate of JSA, 16-17 year aIds need to demonstrate
independence in terms of:
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•

living away from home, and having done so for 6 months or more;

•

having been employed full-time for at least 13 weeks during this time 3 ; and

•

not receiving any financial support from parent(s) or guardian(s).

To be eligible for the Homeless rate, an unemployed young person must be under 18
years of age, entitled to JSA or Special Benefit, and be:
•

living away from his or her parent's home because he or she:
does not have a parental home; or
is not allowed by the parent(s) to live at home under any circumstances;
or
cannot because of circumstances such as domestic violence, sexual abuse,
a long history of domestic disharmony, or other exceptional
circumstances, be expected to live with his or her parents;

•

not receiving continuous support of any kind from:
either parent;
a legal guardian; or
a Commonwealth department or a State or Territory authority.

Where the claim for the Homeless rate is based on the young person not being
allowed by parents to live at home, then they must have lived away from home for at
least two weeks before they are eligible for the Homeless rate.

Rent Assistance

In late 1991, only single unemployed people who were aged 18 or over were eligible
for Rent Assistance, with those aged 18-24 only eligible if having been in receipt of
benefit for at least 6 months and not living in the parental home. 4 Eligibility is
3

Following announcement in the 1991-92 Commonwealth Budget, from January 1992 this
criterion also recognised weeks registered with the CES during this time. It was further
announced in the 1992-93 Commonwealth Budget that, from March 1993, the qualifying
period living away from home for access to the Independent rate of JSA would be reduced
from 6 months to 18 weeks.

4

In the 1991-92 Commonwealth Budget it was announced that, from March 1992, the waiting
period for Rent Assistance would be reduced from 26 to 18 weeks and eligibility would be
extended to beneficiaries under the age of 18. Before these changes came into effect, the
'One Nation' statement in February 1992 announced further liberalisation of the eligibility
for Rent Assistance with complete removal from March of any waiting period for recipients
aged 18 or over.
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further conditional on payment of at least $25 a week for rent (other than for public
housing) or lodging. Where a person pays for board and lodging and cannot identify
the amount paid for lodging, this is taken to be two-thirds of the total payment. The
amount of Rent Assistance paid is half the amount of rent or lodging paid in excess
of $25 per week, up to a maximum Rent Assistance payment from September 1991
of $31 per week. 5

Means Tests
The income support entitlements of all single young unemployed people are subject
to personal income and assets tests. In addition, the payments to 16-17 year olds
who are not receiving JSA at the Independent or Homeless rate are subject to a
parental income and assets test.
The personal income test allows additional income of up to $30 per week before
there is any reduction in allowance. With each $1 of additional income above this
limit, the allowance is reduced by 50 cents up until additional income reaches $70
per week. Above this level, allowance is reduced on a dollar for dollar basis. While
income for income-testing purposes is defmed as income 'earned, derived or
received by a person for the person's own use or benefit; or a periodical payment or
benefit by way of a gift or allowance' (DSS, 1992: 48), financial support from
parents is not assessed in application of the income test. A 'periodical payment from
an immediate relative' is considered exempt income for income-testing purposes
(DSS, 1992: 48).
For non-homeowners, the personal assets test removes the entitlement to allowance
when the value of assets exceeds $177 500. Very few, if any, young unemployed
would thus be affected by this element of the means test.
The parental income and assets test applies to only the 'living allowance' part of the
payment for those 16-17 year olds subject to the test (see Appendix One). At the
time of introduction of JSA, the test applied to exactly half the payment. However,
different indexation of the 'job search' and 'living allowance' components of JSA
for 16-17 year olds meant that, in 1991, the parental income and assets test applied
to the first $33.10 of the weekly maximum payment of $62.05. Application of the
parental means test alone could thus not reduce the weekly payment below $28.95.
After the parental income and assets test has been applied, the personal income and
assets tests are applied to the balance.
The parental income test is based on combined annual taxable family income with
consideration for the number of dependent siblings. In 1991, the parental income
5

Substantial changes to Rent Assistance were announced in the 1992-93 Commonwealth
Budget to take effect in March 1993. For a single person, the rent threshold was increased
from $25 to $30 per week and there was a $2 per week increase in maximum Rent
Assistance payable (on top of the indexation increase). Furthermore, Rent Assistance is now
paid at the rate of 75 cents (rather than 50 cents) for each dollar in excess of the threshold.
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limit was $19 300 if there were no dependent siblings, $20 500 if there was one
dependent sibling, and $2 500 higher for each extra dependent sibling. Where
parental income exceeded these limits, JSA was reduced at the rate of 25 cents for
each $1 in excess of the limit. In 1991, the parental assets test limit was $347 500.
When parental assets, excluding the value of the family home, exceeded this amount,
no living allowance component was paid.
Besides those who are entitled to the Homeless or Independent rate of JSA, a
number of other single 16-17 year olds are exempt from the parental income test.
These are those:
•

who live with foster parents;

•

who do not have a parent; or

•

whose parent is receiving a Social Security pension or benefit or Veterans'
Affairs service pension.

Indexation

While varying the level of indexation was one of the mechanisms used historically to
alter the structure of payments for the young unemployed, all base payments are now
automatically indexed. It should be noted, however, that while payments for those
under 21 years old are only adjusted each January, payments for those aged 21 and
over are adjusted twice each year: in March and September. This means that the
relativities between the adult rate of payment and those for under 21 s will vary
through the year according to the position in the 'cycles' of indexation.
The Rent Assistance thresholds and maximum rates are also now subject to
automatic twice yearly indexation. The parameters of assets tests and the parental
income test are indexed annually, but those of the personal income test are not
indexed.
Waiting Periods

There are a variety of circumstances under which payment of income support to the
unemployed is subject to a waiting, deferment or non-payment period. Of most
relevance here is the extended waiting period for education leavers which was
introduced at the same time as JSA in 1988. Single education leavers under 21 years
old and without dependent children must wait up to 13 weeks before receiving JSA
or NSA. During this waiting period, certain people, such as homeless young people,
children of pensioners or JSA/NSA recipients, and young people from other low-
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income families may receive Special Benefit, a discretionary payment for people in
severe financial hardship.6

Assistance with Training and Job Search Costs
Formal Training Allowance (FTA) was introduced in 1986 to cover the additional
costs faced by unemployed people participating in formal training programs. From
1988, single trainees under 21 without dependants have not been eligible for the
training component of FTA (paid at a rate of $30 per week in 1991) with this
decision, according to the 1987-88 Commonwealth Budget, being to remove
perceived fmancial disincentives to students continuing their education. Some
assistance with fares to attend job interviews and participate in courses is, however,
available for all unemployed, irrespective of age. Ancillary allowances are also
available for text books, compulsory course costs, uniforms etc.

Concessions
Recipients of JSA and NSA are eligible for a Health Care Card (HCC) which
provides for free or reduced medical costs. The HCC entitles a holder in New South
Wales to:
•

free dental treatment at Sydney Dental Hospital and dental clinics at some
public hospitals;

•

prescnptlon items listed under the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme at a
concessional cost of $2.50 for each item on a prescription; and

•

free ambulance service.

Entitlement to the HCC is income-tested, though the income limit is at a level (total
private weekly income of $193 for a single person in 1991) such that very few, if
any, recipients of JSA or NSA would not be entitled to one.
There are also a limited number of State concessions available to the young
unemployed. These vary from State to State and in NSW include:
•

half fares on public transport for holders of a Transport Concession Fare
Certificate issued by the NSW Department of Community Services to people
receiving JSA, NSA or YHA at the maximum rate; and

•

one pair of free spectacles every two years to income support recipients as long
as non-benefit income does not exceed $10 per week.

6

A number of measures to reduce the impact of the Education Leaver Deferment Period were
announced in the 1992-93 Commonwealth Budget.
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While pensioners may receive State concessions on council and water rates, driver's
licenses and motor vehicle registration fees, and electricity and gas bills, these do not
apply to the young unemployed. The only other State income assistance for the
young unemployed in NSW is Energy Accounts Payment Assistance, a discretionary
scheme to assist people having trouble paying electricity bills.

2.3 Multiple Objectives
Nowhere is the underlying rationale for this structure of income support for the
young unemployed set out in one place. Rather, as outlined in Section 2.1 and
described more fully in Appendix One, the structure has evolved over a number of
years with a number of considerations gaining prominence at different times. These
developments cannot be described as ad hoc, though it can be difficult to identify the
role and importance of any particular consideration in the current structure which is,
in effect, the compounded result of many years of incremental change. Wilson
(1992) has, however, attempted to disentangle the various factors and explain the
rationale behind the current system.
Wilson identified five objectives, in addition to adequacy, which play a role in the
current structure of income support for the young unemployed. These are:
•

the need to reflect wage differentials;

•

a belief that parents should have primary responsibility for those under 18;

•

the need to achieve parity with other youth allowances under the Common
Allowance Structure;

•

the need to avoid inappropriate incentives to leave home early; and

•

the need for budgetary restraint.

A perceived need to maintain work incentives, through consideration of prevailing
wage rates in the setting of rates of income support, has been and continues to be a
very important element in the whole system of unemployment benefits. What is of
particular interest here is the reflection of age-related youth wages in an age-related
structure of youth income support. Historically, reflection of wage differentials
appears to have been the primary motivation for age-related youth income support
and, at least recently, was still seen to support an age-related structure (DSS/DEET,
1989: 11). Wilson notes, however, that age as a criterion in fixing wages for young
people is under review. An age-related wage structure is seen to conflict with the
principle of equal pay for equal value and with moves to a skills-based approach to
wage-fixing. The contemporary relevance of youth wage differentials is accordingly
questioned, though this is not seen to negate the justification for age-related income
support: other objectives, particularly that concerning parental responsibility, have
assumed this role.
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Wilson (1992: 50) makes the distinction between parental 'responsibility' and
parental 'support'. Responsibility is assumed to imply support, though parental
support may still be forthcoming without responsibility. This distinction in the
income support system is seen to be made on the basis of age.
People aged under 18 are expected to be the pnmary
responsibility of their parents, and consequently parental
support is also assumed. However for people aged 18-20,
parental responsibility is not necessarily expected, but parental
support is assumed where these young people reside with their
parents. (Wilson, 1992: 50)
This view is seen to explain the lower rate paid to 16-17 year olds than that paid to
older people, though it does not explain the lower rates paid to those 16-17 year olds
who are eligible for either the Independent or Homeless rate. Here, the objective of
avoiding 'inappropriate incentives' to leave home becomes relevant in the setting of
lower rates and the stringent eligibility conditions. Nor does the above statement on
parental support explain the difference in rates between 18-20 year aIds and those
aged 21 or over, though Wilson (1992: 52) suggests that this distinction might
indicate a belief that 18-20 year olds continue to receive some form of parental
support. The difference between the at-home and away-from-home rates for 18-20
year olds is then seen to reflect different living costs, rather than different degrees of
parental support.
The objective of maintaining parity with other youth allowances under the Common
Allowance Structure has potential implications for all elements of the structure of
income support for the young unemployed, though the actual role is harder to
discern. While this objective has been frequently cited in policy announcements of
changes in income support for the young unemployed, the objective could equally
have been met by changes to other youth allowances. It is perhaps better seen, then,
as an objective which has conditioned, rather than underlain, the structure of
payments. The same can be said of the objective of budgetary restraint. While
budgetary restraint is clearly of overall importance in setting rates of income
support, its contribution to the structure of payments is not always clear. Certain
specific developments described in Appendix One appear to have been particularly
influenced by the concern to restrain government outlays which can also be seen as
one important motivation for the increased reliance on parental support.
In summary, the current structure of income support for the young unemployed can

be seen to comprise two dimensions of variation: age and living arrangements. The
relativities between the payments for people within the same age group but with
different living arrangements aim to take account of variation in the costs of different
living arrangements, while not providing incentives to leave home, and while
reflecting assumptions or expectations of parental support. The variation in rates of
payment according to age, once apparently linked to youth wage relativities, is now
seen to largely reflect assumptions or expectations of parental support. On both
dimensions, the actual relativities have been conditioned by the objectives of
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budgetary restraint and of achieving a consistent structure of youth income support
irrespective of activity.
An important feature of the structure of income support now, compared to that in
previous years, is the greater emphasis placed on parental support of the young
unemployed. This shift has also been evident in the two major overseas countries
with income support systems for the young unemployed which are similar to the
Australian system; that is, the United Kingdom and New Zealand. Brief reviews of
In
policy
developments
in
these
two
countries
are
provided
Appendix Two.

2.4 Outstanding Questions on Relative Adequacy
The introduction to this report referred to the recent history of criticism of the pattern
of adequacy provided by the Australian system of income support for the young
unemployed, criticism which has shifted in focus but not been allayed by changes to
the system over the past 10 years or so. Wilson (1992) concluded her review of the
issues with the point that it was difficult to assess many of the criticisms because of a
lack of empirical data on the actual circumstances of the young unemployed. In
particular, Wilson identified the need for improved empirical data on the living costs
of the young unemployed and on the extent of parental support, two critical aspects
underlying the structure of income support payments.
The need for better empirical data as seen by the community sector was set out in
some detail by the State and Territory Youth Affairs Councils and Networks
(Robinson, 1992). They concluded their campaign report on the issues of youth
income support with the 'major recommendation' that the House of Representatives
Standing Committee should conduct an urgent inquiry into the living costs and
incomes of young people. Terms of reference for such an inquiry were proposed. It
was seen that the inquiry should cover the living costs, income sources, and parental
support of people aged 15-25 years engaged in education, training and/or job search,
with distinction between those living 'at home' and those living independently. The
[mal item in the proposed terms of reference concerned the development of a
benchmark formula 'for the provision of a living income to all young people
engaged in job-search or education and training programs'. While the scope of this
proposal is clearly broader, there is considerable overlap between the underlying
data concerns and those identified by Wilson (1992).
The Senate Standing Committee on Employment, Education and Training has in fact
recently reported on an 'Inquiry into the implications of sustained high levels of
unemployment among young people (15-24 year olds)'. Included in the terms of
reference were matters of income support. The adequacy of income support for the
young unemployed, in both absolute and relative terms, is very much a current issue.
Further recent evidence of this emerged from the May 1992 meeting of the Youth
Ministers' Council when Youth Affairs Ministers from Australia and New Zealand
resolved to urge the Federal Government to examine income support arrangements
for young people under 21 with a view to, inter alia, addressing the adequacy of
payments.

3 Measuring Adequacy
Measuring adequacy is not a straightforward matter and there is no single accepted
method of doing so. To understand the many issues involved, it is useful to review
the approaches which have been used in assessments of the pattern of adequacy of
rates of income support for the young unemployed. Three broad approaches can be
identified. The first involves an identification and questioning of assumptions which
are apparently implicit in the structure of payment rates. The second entails a
comparison of rates of payment with some benchmark, such as average earnings or a
poverty line. The third approach examines the actual living circumstances and costs
of the young unemployed on the basis of empirical research. The use made in
Australia of each of these approaches is described below, providing a picture of the
gaps in our information on adequacy and a basis for setting out the approach taken in
this study to assessment of the pattern of adequacy.

3.1 Underlying Assumptions
Included under this approach are common arguments about the implications for
relative adequacy in the rates structure which can be made on the basis of a priori
reasoning. These are arguments which do not require any clear definition of what
constitutes adequacy and which can be made without reference to empirical evidence
on the actual living conditions of the young unemployed. Approaches using
empirical evidence do, nevertheless, often develop these arguments. Without any
defmition of adequacy, this a priori questioning of assumptions leads to conclusions
about relative adequacy and the relativities between payments rather than about
absolute adequacy and the actual levels of payments.
Welfare groups and other commentators have continued to identify, and criticise as
unrealistic, a range of assumptions which are seen to underlie the structure of income
support for the young unemployed. These assumptions, compiled from two recent
reports (NYCH, 1991; Robinson, 1992), include the following:
•

that there are places in employment, education or training for all those who
want one;

•

that providing an adequate income support payment would greatly diminish the
incentive to find work or to participate in education or training;

•

that young people need an incentive to stay at home;

•

that unemployment is a brief rather than prolonged experience;

•

that young people under the age of 21 have lower living costs than those 21 or
over; and

•

that families are willing and able to provide support.
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It is the last two of these which are of greatest importance with regard to the pattern
of adequacy of payments, though all have some relevance.
If it is found that the first two assumptions do not hold, then this is seen to negate
any justification for compromising adequate income support payments with
consideration of work incentives. At present, the first assumption does not hold:
there is widespread evidence of involuntary unemployment and of demand for
education and training exceeding available places. The subject of the second
assumption, work incentive effects, is one about which research is inconclusive. The
question is not whether the amount of income support available will ever affect
someone's willingness to work, but whether variations in the amount around the
current levels will have any significant effect. Similarly, the validity of the third
assumption concerning incentives to stay in the parental home can be questioned. If
it is found to be groundless, then there is no justification for incorporating this
concern in the rate structure.

The relevance of these assumptions about incentives to the discussion of adequacy is
that they draw attention to the point that, when the structure of rates includes an
incentive (or disincentive) component, the adequacy of payments will vary
accordingly, all else being equal. Thus, where away-from-home rates are set at
levels which aim, in part, to avoid 'inappropriate incentives to leave home', this can
be interpreted as setting away-from-home rates to provide an equal or less adequate
income than the corresponding at-home rates.
The existence of a work incentive element in the setting of rates will similarly have
direct implications for the pattern of adequacy to the extent that the incentive effects
are applied differentially. This appears to have historically been the case with the
relationship between the age structure of payments to the young unemployed and
youth wages though, as noted in Section 2.3, youth wage rates are no longer seen to
be of particular relevance in the setting of rates. Nevertheless, vestiges remain, such
as in the distinction between rates for 18-20 year olds and those 21 years and over.
If the basis for this distinction is a concern with work incentives, and taking into
account lower wage rates for 18-20 year olds and those 21 and over, then all else
being equal, payments for 18-20 year olds can be expected to be less adequate than
payments for those aged 21 or over.
The fourth assumption noted above, that unemployment is a brief rather than
prolonged experience, has relevance to adequacy insofar as what amounts to
adequacy is seen to differ between short and long periods of dependency on income
security. Such a view is incorporated into the Australian social security system
through the distinction between pensions and benefits (now including allowances)
and the generally higher rates and less stringent means testing applying to the
former.
Unemployment benefit was introduced originally to cover the
temporary contingency of a short duration of unemployment,
and rates of payment, income tests and eligibility conditions
have been strongly demarcated from pension payments,

LIVING CONDITIONS AND COSTS OF THE YOUNG UNEMPLOYED

19

designed to cover more permanent contingencies where labour
force participation is not expected... (Cass, 1988: 6)
The distinction between short-term and long-term unemployment received
considerable attention in the Social Security Review, leading to the suggestion that
duration of unemployment should be a key factor in reformulating a more
appropriate income support structure (Cass, 1988: 7).
It is the fifth and sixth of the assumptions listed above which have been most
prominent in criticisms of the adequacy of current income support provisions. The
identified assumption that young people under the age of 21 have lower living costs
than those 21 or over is frequently questioned, recently, often with reference to the
statement by Cass (1988) that young people:
...receive junior or intermediate levels of payment but do not
pay junior or intermediate levels of rent or reduced prices for
food and clothing and the cost of job search can be equivalent
to the cost experienced by an adult job seeker. (Cass, 1988:
201)
Wilson (1992: 55) notes, however, that there is no evidence that such an assumption
of variation in costs with age has ever been used in setting rates of income support.
Rather, as set out in Section 2.3, issues of incentives, wage relativities, budgetary
constraints and parental support have been important. Nevertheless, if the structure
of payments is being assessed with regard to adequacy, and considerations of
adequacy are not seen to underlie the age-related payments, then it would appear
reasonable to identify and question this implicit assumption. The assumption,
however, can only really be identified with validity where the picture of adequacy is
not qualified by the provision of parental support. Thus a questioning of this
assumption has clear implication for the degree of adequacy afforded by JSA at the
Independent or Homeless rate, where continuing parental support precludes
eligibility, and possibly also for the away-from-home rate for 18-20 year olds where,
according to Wilson (1992), parental support is expected but not assumed. The
implications, where adequacy is assigned far greater weight than any of the other
considerations that may enter into the determination of rates, have been spelt out by
Cass (1991).
Reform of income support for young people living away from
the parental home... must recognise that the cost of food and
shelter and transport and education and training and job search
which they must bear are similar to the costs born by adults and
there is no justification for youth rates of income support in a
world of adult costs. (Cass, 1991: 3)
Clearly, the issue of parental support is crucial in assessing the pattern of adequacy
provided by the structure of income support for the young unemployed. Where an
assumption or expectation of parental support is incorporated in the setting of rates,
the implicit assumption that families are willing and able to provide such support has
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received considerable attention. Questioning of this assumption has been on two
grounds: firstly, the point that the capacity to provide parental support is likely to
vary considerably according to the circumstances of parents; and, secondly, the point
that, even where the capacity to provide support exists, there is no guarantee that
such support will be forthcoming.
Overall, what this priori questioning of the assumptions underlying payment rates
says about the pattern of adequacy is quite straightforward:
•

where the determination of rates is influenced by matters other than
considerations of adequacy, then the resulting pattern of adequacy will be
distorted accordingly; and

•

where an attempt to provide adequate payments is based on unrealistic
assumptions about costs or other resources, then the structure will fall short in
equalising the degree of adequacy.

Following this reasoning, the above discussion allows a number of broad conditional
conclusions to be made about the relative adequacy of current income support
payments for the young unemployed.
•

For those living at home, the rates of payment will provide increasing adequacy
with age, and a minimum level for parentally income-tested 16-17 year olds,
unless the variation in the level of income support is countered by parental
support, provided in the form of either reduced costs or additional cash income.

•

Similarly, for those living away from home, the structure of payments will
result in adequacy increasing with age, unless the variation in the level of
income support is countered by parental support or by reduced costs, such as
subsidised housing.

•

The situation for 16-17 year old JSA recipients paid at the Independent or
Homeless rate is more restricted. As continuing parental support is precluded,
their incomes will be as adequate as those of older people living away from
home, only if their costs are lower through, for example, access to subsidised
housing.

•

Among 16-17 year olds, the fact that the away-from-home rates are set to
incorporate no incentive to leave home implies that payments for those living
away from home will at most provide an equal degree of adequacy as do the
payments for those living at home.

•

Nothing, however, can be said about the relativity between the rates paid to 1820 year olds at-home and away-from-home.

One further focus of a priori reasoning on the relative adequacy of income support
for the young unemployed is the comparision made between the total income support
paid to a family with a 15 year old child in education and that paid to a family with
an unemployed 16 year old (see, for example, Trethewey and Burston, 1988). For
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example, an unemployed couple in late 1991 with a 15 year old child in education
would have received around $49 per week through Family Allowance and additional
benefit for children. If the child was an unemployed 16 year old, the corresponding
payment (now through JSA paid to the child, with no eligibility for Family
Allowance or for additional benefit for children) would have been around $62 per
week. The concern with this relativity stems from the announced introduction of
JSA for 16-17 year aIds in terms of half the payment being to assist with living costs
(that part which is parentally income-tested) and half to assist with job search.
Seeing the costs of job search as an additional cost for the 16 year old, the amount of
income support for living costs of the child is then seen to decline from $49 per
week for a 15 year old to $31 per week for a 16 year old. The argument, however, is
not so simple as the costs of participating in education, which are no longer borne by
the 16 year old, also need to be taken into account.

3.2 Comparison of Payments with Standards
The most common approach to assessing the adequacy of income support payments
is to compare rates of payment with benchmarks or standards. In Australia, for
example, levels of income support are frequently compared with some measure of
the level of earnings or with the Henderson Poverty Line (Pech, 1985). While
average weekly earnings (AWE) and the Henderson Poverty Line would be the two
benchmarks with which comparison is most frequently made, a variety of other
benchmarks are used, including more elaborate measures of earnings and alternative
poverty line specifications.
Maas (1988), for example, compared the incomes of young people with the
Henderson Poverty Line and with a 'low-income threshold' defined as the first
quartile cut-off of full-time earnings. Cass (1988) compared benefit rates with AWE
and with selected low wage rates. Keating and Mackie (1991) compared pension
and benefit rates with three earnings standards (low award pay, median earnings and
AWE) after adjustment to take into account income tax and the cost of working.
Harding and Landt (1992) compared DSS payments with a range of AWE-related
measures, adjusted for income tax and any DSS entitlements, and with the
Henderson Poverty Line, including consideration of varied specification of the
poverty line.
The approach to assessing the adequacy of payments by the comparison of base rates
of payment with a standard encounters two basic questions: one concerning the
usefulness of basic rates of payment as a measure of people's circumstances, and
another concerning the validity of any particular benchmark as a measure of
adequacy. With regard to the first of these two questions, many people may receive
more than the basic rate of payment because of the payment of various supplements,
and many may receive less, particularly because of income-testing. The basic rate of
payment is thus not necessarily a good indicator of any single recipient's income. On
the other hand, the costs that people need to meet may vary considerably, the best
example here being housing costs. The basic rate of payment does not take account
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of any variation in the cost of meeting needs beyond that which is incorporated in
the specification of rates of payment.
The typical response to these concerns is to assess adequacy for a number of
different hypothetical situations as has been done, for example, by Keating and
Mackie (1991) and by Harding and Landt (1992). In the case of the young
unemployed, for example, one such hypothetical situation might be specified as the
case of an 18-20 year old paying $70 per week in private rent and with $30 per week
in private income. Related to the inevitable question of what hypothetical situations
to consider, the main problem with this type of 'hypothetical analysis' is that, on its
own, it provides no indication of how significant the various situations are amongst
the population. The next step then is to draw on empirical data, either to guide the
specification of hypothetical situations, or to directly examine individual cases.
Indeed, much of the comparison of the incomes of income support recipients with
benchmarks is in fact conducted on the basis of empirical information on people's
actual incomes and circumstances.
Comparison of people's actual incomes with benchmarks, with consideration to
other aspects of their circumstances, gets over the question of the usefulness of basic
rates of payment as a measure of circumstances. It does not, however, avoid the
second basic question which was alluded to above: that is, the validity of the
benchmark as a measure of adequacy. Benchmarks are in fact used in two quite
different ways in this context, and what is appropriate for one use is not necessarily
appropriate for the other. Firstly, various benchmarks are used as a reference to
compare movements in the level of income support payments over time, typically to
assess whether income support payments are keeping pace with some measure of
'community incomes'. As Mitchell (1988) has pointed out, however, such
assessment of changes in adequacy over time generally says nothing about the
degree of adequacy at the outset. This second use of benchmarks, to assess the
degree of adequacy at a point in time, is the use which is relevant to this study.
When it comes to assessing the degree of adequacy provided by income support at a
point in time, there have been many contenders for the benchmark used, though
some measure of earnings or a poverty line are the most commonly used. The use of
an earnings-related measure of adequacy can be supported here if adequacy is seen
in terms of the relationship with 'community incomes' and an earnings-related
standard is seen as a good indicator of community incomes. There are a number of
reasons, though, why earnings-related measures tend to be rather crude measure of
adequacy, including the points that they measure only one component of income and
that they take no account of the number of earners in a family. The frequent use of
earnings-related standards as benchmarks for assessment of levels of income support
has greater foundation in the concerns with employment incentives than in the
concerns with adequacy. Poverty lines generally, but not necessarily, have a firmer
basis in notions of what does and what does not constitute an adequate income, but
their overwhelming advantage over the earnings-related type of benchmarks is the
'equivalence scale' which is an integral part of any poverty line.
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The equivalence scale specifies the income required by people in different
circumstances to achieve the same standard of living - for example, such a scale
generally says that a couple does not need twice as much as a single person.
Variation of this type is of course recognised in the structure of income support,
though the important question is whether the pattern of this variation matches the
variation in need, as measured by the equivalence scale which is being used in the
assessment of adequacy. The importance of an equivalence scale can be
demonstrated by considering what sort of results an assessment of income support
for unemployed youth using a single-value benchmark such as AWE would produce.
In the first instance, the degree of adequacy that would be found through this
approach would simply reflect the level of income: the greater the income the more
adequate the income. The assessment could be elaborated by looking, for example, at
income after housing costs, though it would remain only a partial recognition of
variation in the cost of meeting needs.
The incorporation of an equivalence scale thus provides a compelling argument for
the use of a poverty line as a benchmark of adequacy. However, when we are
concerned with relativities in adequacy, as we are here, the crucial part of that sort of
comparison is not the absolute level of the poverty line (in terms of so many $s per
week) but the 'equivalence scale' which is a feature of the poverty line. For an
assessment of the relativities in the degree of adequacy provided to the young
unemployed, what is required then is an equivalence scale which specifies the
variation in the needs of young unemployed according to their different
circumstances.
The equivalence scale used in the Henderson Poverty Line, however, or in any other
poverty line of which we are aware, is not detailed enough to take account of the
different circumstances relevant to the young unemployed - particularly, the likely
difference in needs according to whether someone is living in the parental home or
not. This may be thought to be due to a finding that there is no variation in needs
among this group of people but there is no evidence of this and it seems far more
likely that the absence of any relevant equivalence scale here reflects, rather, the lack
of detailed research in this area. The closest we can get to a relevant equivalence
scale is with parts of equivalence scales designed to specify the costs of children of
different ages, such as the Lovering figures on the costs of children which have been
used by Hartley (1988) in assessing the value of the YHA rate of payment. These,
though, still fall far short of our requirements. As established equivalence scales are
unsuitable for the purposes here, there is no possibility of using a benchmark to
assess the pattern of relative adequacy provided through income support for the
young unemployed.

3.3 Empirical Sources and Research
The third approach to assessing adequacy is that which is based on empirical
evidence on the actual circumstances of the young unemployed. This has some
overlap with the previously discussed approach insofar as empirical data is often
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held up for comparison with benchmarks of adequacy, though the emphases in the
consideration of this approach here are on the scale and nature of empirical
information. A number of examples of empirical research or data with relevance to
the questions of the living circumstances and pattern of adequacy of income support
for the young unemployed are outlined in Appendix Three. The examples included
in the Appendix cover the most important Australian sources, rather than attempting
to cover every piece of Australian empirical evidence, and can be distinguished
according to the source of data. The examples cover both those sources which have
been used as the basis for statements about the adequacy of income support for the
young unemployed, and those which have the potential to contribute to the picture.
The sources described in Appendix Three range from broad population surveys to
specific circumstances of the young unemployed. First covered are four major
'official' data sources:
•

ABS income and expenditure surveys;

•

DSS administrative data;

•

the Australian Longitudinal Survey; and

•

surveys of student finances.

These are followed by accounts of five surveys undertaken in the past 10 years and
directed specifically at the circumstarices of young people. These are:
•

a study of financial arrangements between TAFE students and their parents
(Powles, 1986);

•

a small 1988 survey of the young unemployed undertaken by the
Developmental Youth Services Association (Moore, 1988);

•

a 1988 survey of unemployed 16-17 year olds conducted by the Brotherhood of
St Laurence (Trethewey and Burston, 1988);

•

the Youth Incomes and Living Costs Study carried out by the Australian
Institute of Family Studies (Hart1ey, 1989); and

•

surveys undertaken for an internal unpublished review of JSA by DSS and
DEET (DSS/DEET, 1989).

Finally, although the primary concern here is with Australian research, two overseas
studies which involve different types of approach to the assessment of adequacy are
also covered. These are:
•

a study in the United Kingdom by Bradshaw, Cooke and Godfrey (1983); and

•

a 1986 survey of beneficiaries undertaken by the New Zealand Department of
Social Welfare (Rochford, 1987).
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The purpose of Appendix Three is to present an overview of the nature of each of
these sources and any associated analyses, with particular emphasis on matters
associated with the assessment of adequacy. A useful synthesis of the findings from
much of this research has been provided by Wilson (1992) and, where relevant,
particular findings from these examples of empirical research are referred to in other
sections of this report.
Review of these examples of empirical research and data yields two key points: the
deficiencies of available empirical data on the circumstances of the young
unemployed, and the variety of approaches which have been applied with empirical
data to obtain a picture of adequacy. With regard to the first point, data from the
major official population surveys is of limited use here since it provides only partial
information on the matters of relevance in assessing adequacy, notably no
information on the extent of parental support, and also because the numbers of
young unemployed included in these samples of the total population are too low to
support the degree of disaggregation required for this study. With regard to those
surveys which have been directed specifically at the situations of the young
unemployed, Wilson (1992) concluded that they were:
... also of limited use as they are based on very small sample
sizes
and
non-representative
sampling
techniques.
Nevertheless, these studies cannot be dismissed, as they do
provide qualitative information regarding the adequacy of
youth payments in certain individual circumstances and attempt
to fill an obvious gap in information in this area. (Wilson,
1992:55)
The clear conclusion from a review of existing empirical data is that further research
is needed. The conclusion from consideration of the various approaches used to
measure adequacy is that there is no single correct approach but rather a range of
possibilities.

3.4 The Approach to Exploring Adequacy in this Study
The a priori approach to examining relativities in adequacy can tell us something but
only provides conclusions which are conditional on a number of unanswered
questions. A benchmark approach to assessing the relativities in adequacy is not
possible here, even if full information on incomes, costs and other circumstances
were available, since there is no established relevant equivalence scale. Review of
previous empirical research reveals the need for new empirical data on the situations
of the young unemployed and demonstrates the range of approaches that may be
used to obtain a picture of the degree of adequacy. The study would have been a lot
simpler if we could have used an established equivalence scale. In fact, what this
study needs to do is to contribute to a picture of what an equivalence scale which
takes into account the variety of circumstances of the young unemployed would look
like.
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To do this, we have to go back to basics concerning adequacy. Because we are
interested in relativities in adequacy rather than absolutes, we do not need a
defInition of what does and what does not constitute adequacy. We do still need,
however, a defmition of what adequacy is. Broadly, we can see adequacy as the
extent to which resources are able to meet needs. When we are looking at relativities
in adequacy, we need then to compare the gaps between resources and needs. One
way of doing this might seem to be to simply tot up resources and tot up needs and
subtract one from the other. But it does not take long to realise the difficulties in
attempting this. Resources may be monetary or in-kind. How do you add them?
How do you measure needs? You cannot just add up people's costs because these
are likely to reflect both their incomes and their needs. What if you found that 16-17
year olds spend less on housing than 21-24 year olds - does this mean that they need
less, or that they can afford less? This sort of approach will not work.
The approach we have taken is, instead, to focus more directly on the gap between
resources and needs: a gap which we can call 'stress'. Clearly, such stress could be
manifest in all sorts of different ways and the approach we have taken is to try and
get a picture of variations in the extent of this stress from a number of perspectives.
There are four perspectives used which we call:
•

Expenditure to Income Ratios

•

Financial Constraints

•

Changes in Net Savings, and

•

Perceived Minimum Incomes

The Expenditure to Income Ratios perspective looks at the proportions of income
that people are spending on what we can call necessities, such as: housing, food and
transport. The Financial Constraints perspective looks at the extent to which
fmances constrain various aspects of peoples lives, such as:
•

housing,

•

the payment of household bills,

•

things people may have to go without or cut back on because they cannot
afford them,

•

activities where participation may be constrained by affordability, and

•

job search and training.

The Change in Net Savings perspective looks at whether people are running up
debts, or rurming down any savings, during their receipt of income support. Finally,
the Perceived Minimum Incomes perspective looks at people's own impressions of
how much income they need to get by on.
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The various indicators used in these four perspectives draw on previous research.
The fIrst, second and fourth perspectives listed above can also be related to major
fIelds of research in the estimation of equivalence scales.
The approach to assessing relative adequacy in this study thus has similarities to that
pursued by Whiteford (1991) in his investigation of the relative adequacy of rates of
income support for sole parents compared to those for couples with children.
Whiteford sought to obtain a picture of relative adequacy from a number of different
directions: a review of the evidence on equivalence scales, consideration of
differences in housing arrangements and costs, examination of expenditure patterns,
and the analysis of measures of living standards. The measures of living standards
used included, for example, car-ownership, the extent of overcrowded housing, and
expenditure on items which were seen to represent social participation.

4 The Survey
The range of information required for this study was not available from any existing
source, necessitating a specific survey of the young unemployed. The nature of the
data required and the concern to maximise the response rate then pointed to the need
for a personal interview survey. Consideration was given to the possibility of
including an expenditure diary in the survey method, though this was rejected on the
grounds of the cost that would be entailed in ensuring full and reliable completion of
the diaries. The survey thus entailed administration of a questionnaire through
personal interviews with a sample of the young unemployed. Questionnaire design,
sample design, fieldwork and survey response are described below.

4.1 Questionnaire Design
The questionnaire was based in part on that used by Hartley (1989) which, in turn,
had adopted elements of the questionnaire used by Powles (1986). Design of the
questionnaire was importantly conditioned by a need to keep interviews to around
30-45 minutes: a duration which is considered by DSS to be the maximum time to
intrude on clients' time, and beyond which response burden problems would be
likely. Previous DSS research had shown respondent interest to decline rapidly if an
interview exceeded this duration. The questionnaire accordingly sought less
information than that used by Hartley (1989) where interviews had taken up to two
hours. Besides the time constraint on the scope and detail of questions, the ability to
explore some aspects of parental support was limited by the need for the Department
of Social Security to follow the guidelines of the Privacy Commissioner which
restrict questioning regarding third parties.
The questionnaire was divided into 12 sections, which are shown in Figure 4.1. The
first section of the questionnaire, Section A, sought personal details such as country
of birth, marital status, and indicators of education and employment experience. It
should be noted here that the survey data was eventually merged with selected
variables from the Department's administrative database. Thus, information on
characteristics, such as marital status, which are collected routinely by DSS in the
administration of payments were available without any questions needing to be
asked in the survey. Their inclusion in the survey provided a check, however, on the
compatibility of the administrative and survey data in the event that someone's
circumstances had changed over the time between the drawing of masterfile data and
the conduct of the survey.
Section B was concerned with establishing people's living arrangements, essentially
questions about who the respondent lived with. At this point, distinction was made
between those living 'at home' and 'away from home'. The term 'at home' was
defmed as cases where the respondent was living with at least one parent or with a
legal guardian, all others being classed as living 'away from home'. This
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Figure 4.1: Questionnaire Structure

A)

Personal Details

B)

Living Arrangements

Cl)

Living with Parents: Leaving Home, Transfers
(Only Respondents Living with Parents)

C2)

Away from Parents: Leaving Home, Transfers
(Only Respondents Living Away from Parents)

D)

Income

E)

Away from Parents: Housing Costs
(Only Respondents Living Away from Parents)

F)

Non-housing Expenditure Components

G)

Other Aspects of Income Adequacy

H)

Financial Assets and Liabilities

I)

Financial Vulnerability

J)

HousinglLocation Preferences

K)

Barriers to Employment

L)

Assistance from DSS

terminology is used throughout this report, and should not be taken to mean that
those living away from parents do not consider where they are living to be 'home'.
Because of their different circumstances, respondents living 'at home' and 'away
from home' were then asked different sets of questions in Sections Cl and C2 about
aspects of parental support and leaving home.
Section D contained questions about incomes other than DSS payments. More
reliable information on DSS incomes was taken from the administrative data. The
questions concerning income were open-ended, rather than seeking amounts from
specified sources, and asked for sources of income, and for amounts received and
frequency of receipt for each source specified by the respondent. Where any income
was received from parents, further questions were asked about the nature of these
payments.
Section E sought details of housing costs paid by those living away from home.
These included questions about the type and amount of housing payment and
whether the respondent had ever fallen behind in payments. Those living at home
had been asked questions on housing costs in Section C1. Information on housing
costs having been collected, expenditure details for a number of other expenditure
components were sought in Section F. The selection of expenditure components
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included here was conditioned by the likely quality of responses and the need for
certain items to be covered in order to provide a comparable basis for examining the
circumstances of those living at home and away from home. The expenditure
components covered included telephone, fuel, food, transport and laundry.
Questions pertaining to the adequacy of incomes appeared throughout the
questionnaire in the context of particular aspects of living conditions. Section G
included a number of questions with direct relevance to adequacy. These included
two questions adopted from the questionnaire used by Hartley (1989): a question on
items that respondents felt they had to go without, or cut back on, because they could
not afford them; and a question on the frequency that respondents could afford to
participate in activities in which they were interested. Also included here were
questions relating to the consensual approach to poverty measurement on
respondents own perceptions of the incomes they would need to attain certain
standards of living.
Questions on any savings or debts were asked in Section H, in terms of whether
amounts had changed over the respondent's period of unemployment. Actual dollar
amounts were only asked with regard to any regular repayment commitments.
Section I covered indicators of fmancial vulnerability, with questions on people's
options if they ran short of money and on their ability to raise a given sum at short
notice. Section J then sought information on respondents' levels of satisfaction with
their current accommodation and residential location.
Information on the extent to which particular costs amounted to barriers to
employment or to participation in training was collected in Section K. Finally,
Section L included a number of questions concerning the assistance provided by the
Department of Social Security.
The questionnaire was piloted in October 1991, leading to modifications to some
questions, and an assessment that the length of the questionnaire was within
reasonable bounds. The main benefit from the pilot survey, however, was that it
revealed the efforts that were going to have to be made to establish contact with
many of the people selected in the sample.

4.2 Sample Design
The sample was restricted to single unemployed people, aged 16-24, without
dependent children, living in the Sydney metropolitan area and receiving either JSA
or NSA. As was noted in Section 1, while the focus of this study is on 16-20 year
olds, 21-24 year olds were included to provide a link with the broader income
support system.
The restriction to single people without dependants was based on their prevalence
among the young unemployed. In August 1991, singles without dependants
accounted for 94 per cent of JSA/NSA recipients who were 16-17 years old, 93 per
cent of 18-20 year olds, and 87 per cent of 21-24 year olds. To have included small
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numbers of non-singles in the sample would have considerably complicated the
description through addition of another dimension of variation in incomes and needs.
The decision to confIne the survey to the Sydney metropolitan area was taken after
consideration of the higher fIeldwork costs, and thereby lower sample numbers given
a fIxed budget, entailed in other options. While the larger the sample the better, the
sample size was effectively constrained by the study's budget. This allowed for 140
person days of interviewing. On the basis of previous research, it was estimated that
interviewers could complete three interviews per day, leading to an anticipated
sample size of about 400 respondents.
The stratifIed random sample drawn by DSS of recipients who would be invited to
participate in the survey was designed to include 700 people: the number thus
included an allowance for refusals, non-contacts and people who became out-ofscope through a change of circumstances between drawing of the sample and
interviewing. This sample was stratified by age, payment type, living arrangements,
and area, as is described below.
Within the Sydney metropolitan area the sample was clustered, with selection
restricted to fIve 'zones' which contained about 75 per cent of the in-scope
population in August 1991. The purpose of clustering was twofold: to improve the
likely response rate by facilitating interviewers' scope for callbacks and reducing
travel time, and also to enable comparison of the living costs and situations of
respondents in different areas of Sydney. Different areas have different housing
markets, different accessibility characteristics and different labour markets. For
example, DEET estimates of unemployment rates in Sydney labour force regions in
the December quarter 1991 ranged between 3.0 per cent for Hornsby-Kuringai to
17.0 per cent for Fairfield-Liverpool (DEET, 1992). Each of the zones comprised a
number of DSS regional offices:
•

Central - Haymarket, Darlinghurst and Redfern.

•

Inner Sydney - Ashfield, Randwick,
Behnore/Campsie and Rockdale.

•

North Shore - Dee Why, Hornsby and Chatswood.

•

Inner West - Bankstown, Revesby, Liverpool, Cabramatta and Fairfield.

•

Outer West - Parramatta, Blacktown, Merrylands and Auburn.

Marrickville,

Bondi Junction,

The sample of young unemployed was then drawn from the DSS masterfIles and was
stratified by:
•

payment type (Job Search Allowance and Newstart Allowance);

•

age (16-17,18-20 and 21-24 years of age); and

•

accommodation type (living with parents, away from parental home and those
paid at the homeless rate of JSA).
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The sampling frame is set out in Table 4.1. Note that the stratification of 21-24 year
olds by living arrangements was only notional as it was not possible to identify
living arrangements for this group from the DSS masterfiles. Clients serving the 13
week education leave deferment period or any other waiting period were excluded
from the sample. The sample design thus provided 700 cases from which the final
sample would be obtained.
ID the event, a total of 711 people were approached to participate in the survey as
some use was made of a supplementary list of 'spares' drawn by DSS in case a
greater sample than anticipated was needed to yield the required number of
completed interviews. ID practice, the actual sample frame also diverged from the
design because low population numbers of unemployed 16-17 year olds living away
from home meant that those two components of the sample design each included less
than 100 cases. Partly in compensation for this, and partly due to some use of
'spares', the actual numbers selected in other stratification groups diverged slightly
from the design shown in Table 4.1. None of this, however, affects the basic
properties of the sample design.

4.3 Fieldwork
The survey was undertaken over a two week period in November 1991 with
interviewers from both DSS and SPRC. Potential respondents had been sent a letter
from the DSS Assistant Secretary in Canberra responsible for research. The letter
outlined the nature of the survey; advised that an interviewer would call at the
person's home at a given time; stressed the confidentiality, including within DSS, of
any information provided; and provided a 008 telephone contact to ring if the person
would prefer not to be interviewed, would prefer a different time or place for the
interview, or had any questions about the survey.
Prior to the fieldwork, interviewers attended a training day in Canberra where the
content of the questionnaire was covered together with the ethical and privacy issues
involved in surveying DSS clients. When interviewers went into the field they were
equipped with material which would allow them to respond to anticipated requests
for information from respondents. This material included information leaflets, a
booklet on the range of assistance available to low-income people in NSW, and DSS
regional office contact names and phone numbers. In the event, many respondents
did request such information. A procedure was established for using interpreters in
cases where people's English-speaking ability was poor and interpreters were used in
15 cases.
Most interviews were conducted in people's homes with alternative arrangements,
such as DSS regional offices, parks or coffee shops, being used when this was either
not possible or the respondent preferred the alternative arrangements. The
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Table 4.1: Sample Design

Number of cases
Age

16-17

18-20

21-24

Total

lOO

50
50

50
50
na

200
200
100

Job Search AlIowees:
Living at home
Living away from home
Paid at homeless rate

100
100

na(a)

Newstart AlIowees:
Living at home
Living away from home

na
na

50
50

50
50

100

Total

300

200

200

700

Note:

lOO

a) na = not applicable.

interviews generally took between 30 and 45 minutes. Efforts to keep the interviews
confidential by avoiding the presence of parents or other third parties were generally,
but not always, successfuL Another problem encountered in some cases was
confusion about the purpose of the interview, more often on the part of parents,
when it was believed that participation in the survey was a step towards employment
or participation in a training course. The vast majority of respondents, however,
understood the purpose of the survey, and the entirely voluntary nature of
participation. At the end of each interview, respondents were asked if they would
like to be sent a summary of the findings from the survey and most (75 per cent) said
they would.
A small proportion (eight per cent) of interviews were conducted by telephone. This
occurred when this arrangement was preferred by the respondent to other
alternatives, or was the only alternative. Those interviewers who conducted
telephone interviews noted no marked difference in the quality of responses to those
obtained through face-to-face interviewing, although some adaptation was necessary
for those telephone interviews where respondents had limited English. Those
respondents who participated in the survey from telephone boxes and pay phones in
public areas exhibited considerable patience.
In addition to the face-to-face interviews, a group interview was arranged with the
young unemployed from the Redfern Koori community. This meeting was arranged
by the Aboriginal Liaison Officers at the Redfern Office of the Department of Social
Security. An account of this meeting is provided in Appendix Four.
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The only real problem encountered in the fieldwork, and this was an anticipated
problem, was that of establishing contact with potential respondents. As noted
above, people had been advised in advance of the survey, including being given a
suggested interview time together with the option of non-participation or alternative
arrangements. Interviewers were instructed to make up to three visits to each
address (and many made more), and cards were left after the first visit.
Nevertheless, apart from the cases where access to the dwelling was prevented, for
example by locked common doors and no intercoms in blocks of flats or by effective
guard dogs. it was sometimes very difficult to establish any contact whatsoever. The
reasons for non-response are discussed in the following section.

4.4 Survey Response
Overall Response
Of the 711 people approached for the survey, 46 were found to be now out of scope:
for example, because they were now in a married or de facto relationship or had
moved out of metropolitan Sydney. After excluding these cases, the survey achieved
an overall response rate of 58.5 per cent, yielding a sample of 389 young single
unemployed people living in metropolitan Sydney (Figure 4.2).

Non-response
Only 8.4 per cent of those approached (and not found to be out-of-scope) refused
directly to take part in the survey. The major reason for non-response was inability
of the interviewer to make any contact with the potential participant (Figure 4.2). It
is likely that, in some of these cases, a failure to establish contact could be seen as
tantamount to a refusal to participate, given the efforts made by interviewers to
secure interviews. In other cases, however, non-contact eventuated for reasons such
as the dwelling being found vacant or the person having moved to an unknown
address. It is impossible to say what proportion of full non-contacts should be
considered as refusals. The other category of non-response was classified as 'part
non-contact'. This category refers to those cases where some contact was made with
the potential participant yet no interview was eventually obtained and there was no
direct refusaL Such cases accounted for about 30 per cent of non-respondents. As
with those cases where no contact at all was made, some of these cases are likely to
reflect refusals to participate in the survey.

Response by Stratification Group
The response rates and the nature of non-response for members of the stratification
groups (see Section 4.2) are shown in Table 4.2. Note that the notional distinction
used in the stratification between whether 21-24 year olds were living at or away
from home is not made in this table as it would be misleading.
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Figure 4.2: Survey Response

84
389

12.6%

•

Fully
responding

•

Refusal

o

Partnoncontact
Full noncontact

Table 4.2: Response by Stratification Group

Nature of response
(Row Percentages)
Fully
responding

Refusal

Full
non-contact

Part
non-contact

Total

16-17 year aIds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
JSA Homeless rate

70.9
55.9
45.8

8.1
0.0
1.4

12.8
26.5
29.2

8.1
17.6
23.6

100.0
100.0
100.0

18-20 year aIds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
NSA At home
NSA Away from home

72.4
43.6
71.4
43.9

17.2
9.1
7.9
3.5

6.9
34.5
9.5
40.4

3.4
12.7
11.1
12.3

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

21-24 year aIds:
JSA
NSA

56.8
59.8

12.7
9.0

16.9
18.9

13.6
12.3

100.0
100.0

Total

58.5

8.4

20.5

12.6

100.0

Stratification group
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There is a clear pattern evident from Table 4.2 of a higher response rate for the 'at
home' groups (70-75 per cent) than for the 'away from home' groups (40-55 per
cent). This may be partly attributable to the greater ease of making contact with
those living with parent(s), and Table 4.2 shows very low rates of non-contact for
these groups. On the other hand, each of the 'at home groups' produced a higher
rate of direct refusals than did their 'away from home' counterpart. It cannot,
however, be concluded that those living at home were thus less willing to participate
in the survey, since the differences may well simply reflect the greater opportunity
for those living away from home to refuse to participate by avoiding contact.
The implications of these response rates for the sample numbers in each stratification
group are set out below.

Sample Numbers by Stratification Group
The above discussion of response rates by stratification group is in tenns of the
assignment of cases to a particular group at the time when the sample population was
drawn. Between that time and interviewing, however, a person's circumstances
could change in a way which required their reclassification into a different
stratification group. For example, someone could have been living with parents
when the sample was drawn but have moved away by the time that interviewing took
place. Such reclassifications were necessary in a number of cases. The final sample
numbers are given in Table 4.3 and thus include the effect of amendments to the
classification in line with people's actual circumstances at the time of interview.
The final sample numbers also show the actual outcome for 21-24 year olds in tenns
of the numbers living at home and away from home. As noted in Section 4.2 it had
not been possible to explicitly stratify the sample according to this distinction for the
21-24 year age group.
The final sample size for each of the seven main stratification groups (that is, after
amalgamating JSA and NSA recipients) was satisfactory, though higher numbers
would have been preferred for the two groups of 16-17 year olds living away from
home. As Table 4.2 showed, the response rates for these two groups were not
untowardly low and the reason for the low sample numbers was, instead, simply the
low numbers of these people in the population, as mentioned in Section 4.2.

Responses by Other Selected Characteristics
The survey response rates were examined for any variation according to sex, age and
country of birth, metropolitan region and duration of benefit receipt. Response rates
by single year age groups varied between 54 and 70 per cent, though there was no
systematic variation apparent with increasing age. The response rates for males and
females were almost identical; 58 per cent for females and 59 per cent for males.
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Table 4.3: Final Sample Numbers by Stratification Group

Number of cases
Age

16-17

18-20

21-24

Total

61
20
32

40
27

141

na(a)

40
25
na

32

na
na

39
30

44
31

83
61

113

136

140

389

Job Search Allowees:
Living at home
Living away from home
Paid at Homeless rate

72

Newstart Allowees:
Living at home
Living away from home

Total
Note:

a) na = not applicable.

For the comparison of response rates by country of birth, those born outside
Australia were classified into four groups: Indochina, Lebanon, English-speaking
and other. Indochina (comprising Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia) and Lebanon are
the only countries separately identified here, as sample numbers are too small for all
others. The most notable feature of the response comparison by country of birth was
a high (80 per cent) response rate for those born in Lebanon. This may well be
attributable to the high proportion of Lebanese-born respondents who were living
with parents: 83 per cent, compared to a corresponding figure of 58 per cent for all
respondents.
Respondents lived in 22 different DSS Office areas within metropolitan Sydney. For
the purpose of analysis here, and for subsequent examination of locational
differences, these DSS Office areas were aggregated to match, as far as possible, the
classification of Labour Force Regions (LFRs) used by the ABS. Examination of
response rates by LFR showed notably lower response rates for the inner Sydney
regions including the Eastern Suburbs. As with the high response rate for the
Lebanese-born, the low response rates for inner Sydney residents appear at least
partly attributable to the factor of living arrangements with only around 30-40 per
cent of these respondents living with parents.
Response rates according to duration of benefit receipt could only be compared in
terms of the durations implied by JSA receipt (less than 12 months), as opposed to
NSA receipt (12 months or over). This comparison was thus only possible for 18-20
and 21-24 year olds. The comparison of response rates here was standardised
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according to whether people were living with parents or not. Among 18-20 year
olds, after taking account of living arrangements, there was no significant difference
in response rates according to duration of benefit receipt. Among 21-24 year olds,
the picture was mixed with higher durations of benefit receipt associated with a
lower response rate for those living at home, but with a higher response rate for
those living away from home. In each case, the difference in response rates was of
the order of 10 to 15 percentage points.
Overview of Survey Response

The overall response rate of 58.5 per cent provided a final sample of 389
respondents, with satisfactory numbers in each of the seven main stratification
groups. Nevertheless, greater numbers in the two groups of 16-17 year olds living
away from home would have been preferred. Analysis of the pattern of response
rates reveals one key bias on the basis of whether respondents were living in the
parental home or not. Response rates were notably higher for the former group with
this likely to be due to the greater ease of contacting respondents living with parents.

5 Personal Characteristics
5.1 Recipient Types
A primary distinction between seven types of recipient of unemployment benefits is
made throughout the description of the circumstances of the young unemployed in
Sections 5 to 9 of this report. The seven types of recipient essentially correspond to
the current payment distinctions with respect to age and living arrangements (see
Section 2). Thus, 16-17 year old and 18-20 year old age groups are identified and
disaggregated according to whether recipients are living with parents or not. Further
distinction of those paid at the Homeless rate is made among the 16-17 year olds.
For comparison, two groups of 21-24 year old recipients are also identified: those
living with parents and those living away from parents.
The final sample numbers for each of the seven recipient types are shown in Table
5.1. The types identified formed the basis of the stratified sample design (see
Section 4.2), which also distinguished between JSA and NSA recipients, but which
could not distinguish between 21-24 year olds living with, and away from, parents.
The final sample numbers for each of the seven recipient types are thus a product of
the sample design and response rates. The aim of the sample design was to achieve a
reasonable number of cases in each of these seven basic recipient types, rather than a
representative sample of all young single recipients. This point is especially
important for interpretation when total figures for all types are presented in
subsequent tables.
In line with the higher response rates achieved for those recipient groups living with

parents, which were reported in Section 4.4, the final sample numbers are highest for
the three recipient types which fall into this category. Each includes at least 60
cases. Even with lower response rates, fmal sample numbers for the 18-20 and 2124 age groups living away from parents are quite satisfactory. The final sample
numbers for the two groups of 16-17 year olds living away from parents are,
however, on the low side, with 32 recipients of JSA at the Homeless rate and only 20
other 16-17 year old JSA recipients living away from parents. The response rates for
these two groups (Table 4.2) were not inordinately low and, rather, the low numbers
of cases are attributable to their low numbers in the population.
In Table 5.1, and in subsequent references to these seven basic types of recipient, the

terms 'at home' and 'away from home' are used. These are references to a parental
home which, in turn, includes the home of a legal guardian. In the cases of those
living away from the parental home, the term 'away from home' does not imply a
judgement as to where any particular recipient may consider their home to be.
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Table 5.1: Recipient Type

No.

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
JSA Homeless rate

61
20

18-20 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

79
57

21-24 yearolds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

84

Total

389

32

56

5.2 Demographic Characteristics
Age and Sex
Overall, 59 per cent of recipients in the fmal sample were males. The corresponding
figure for the Australian population of the young unemployed at the time was 62 per
cent. For only one of the recipient types, 16-17 year olds living at home (with a high
proportion of males), does the male to female ratio differ markedly from the overall
figure (Table 5.2). Within each of the 18-20 and 21-24 year age ranges, the group
living away from home was slightly older than the corresponding group living with
parents.

Country of Birth and Duration of Residence
The classification of the final sample by Aboriginality and by country of birth is
given in Table 5.3. Just over 70 per cent of recipients were Australian-born. These
included three per cent who identified as Aboriginals or Torres Strait Islanders, and
who comprised a particularly high proportion of the 16-17 years old receiving JSA at
the Homeless rate.
As in Section 4.4, the overseas-born have been classified into four groups of origin
countries: Indochina, Lebanon, other English-speaking and other. Those born in
Indochina (Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia) made up 12 per cent of the sample and the
Lebanese-born a further six per cent. Recipients from both these country of birth
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Table 5.2: Age(a) and Sex of Respondents

Sex
Males
(No.)

Females
(No.)

Male proportion
(%)

Mean age
(years)

16-17 At home
16-17 Away from home
16-17 Homeless rate

45
11
21

16
9
11

74
55
66

16.7
16.8
16.6

18-20 At home
18-20 Away from home

45
29

34
28

57
51

19.1
19.3

21-24 At home
21-24 Away from home

48
31

36
25

57
55

22.2
22.7

230

159

59

Recipient type

Total
Note:

a) Average age is calculated on basis of completed years only.

Table 5.3: Recipient Type by Aboriginality and Country of Birth

Country of Birth
(Row Percentages)
Indochina

Australia

Recipient
Type

Lebanon

Other
Englishspeaking

Other

Aboriginal
or Torres
Strait
Islander Other

TOlal

%

(N =)

16-17 At home
16-17 Away from home
16-17 Homeless rate

3
0
13

77
85
66

3
5
9

7
0
0

7
5
6

3
5

lOO
lOO

6

100

18-20 At home
18-20 Away from home

3
4

81
77

3
16

7
0

1
2

5
2

100

(79)
(57)

21-24 At home
21-24 Away from home

4
0

50
52

18
23

14
5

1
7

13
12

100
100

(84)
(56)

Total

3

68

12

6

4

7

lOO

(61)

(20)
(32)

100 (389)
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groups are more prominent in the older age groups, with those born in Indochina
accounting for 20 per cent of the 21-24 year old recipients. The Indochinese-bom
recipients are notably more prevalent in the groups living away from home than in
those living at home, probably a reflection of the family circumstances of refugees.
On the other hand, the Lebanese-born have a higher representation in the groups
living at home than in the groups living away from home: a likely reflection of the
strong expectation within this cultural group that young people live at home with
their parents at least until marriage.
In overall terms of country of birth, the 21-24 year old groups are markedly different
to the younger groups. Over 40 per cent of the 21-24 year old recipients were born
in non-English speaking countries, compared to corresponding figures of around 15
per cent for the younger groups. Of the 112 overseas-born respondents in the
sample, just under a third had lived in Australia for less than five years, and a similar
proportion had between five and ten years of residence.

5.3 Education and Labour Market Experience
Education

Information on education levels was sought through questions on the age at which
school was left and on highest education obtained (Table 5.4). Overall, 10 per cent
of recipients left school before they reached the age of 15, 20 per cent at the age of
15,30 per cent at the age of 16, and 40 per cent at 17 or older. For the vast majority
(70 per cent) of recipients, the highest formal education level reached was
incomplete secondary (i.e. no Higher School Certificate, HSC). HSC was the
highest level of educational attainment for about 20 per cent, and just 8 per cent had
undertaken some form of further education.
With regard to education differences across the recipient types, the basic pattern of
variation is the expected reflection of the age groups: the older the recipient, the
greater the opportunity to undertake more education. This is most apparent in
comparison of the 16-17 year olds, a negligible number of whom had completed
secondary schooling or undertaken any further education, with the older age groups
where this was the case with around 40 per cent of recipients. Post-school
education, as would be expected, was more common among the 21-24 year olds than
the 18-20 year olds.

A 17 year old living with his parents had been receiving JSA
for 10 weeks. He had left school at 16 with his School
Certificate and had had no job lasting three months or more
since then. During his two-week waiting period before
receiving benefit, he had been supported by his parents.
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Table 5.4: Educational Attainment of Respondents

Proportion who left schQOl
at age 15 or younger(a)

Proportion whose highest education
obtained was incomp)e..te
secondary or lower( b)

Recipient type

(%)

(%)

16-17 At home
16-17 Away from home
16-17 Homeless rate

39
65
66

100

18-20 At home
18-20 Away from home

21
30

21-24 At home
21-24 Away from home

14
24

52

Total

30

70

Note:

a)

b)

98
94
58
66
61

Excludes 3 cases where age left school not stated.
Excludes 1 case where highest education level not stated.

Previous Job-holding
As indicators of previous employment experience, respondents were asked three
questions: whether they had ever held a full-time job for three months or more;
whether, since leaving school, they had held a part-time job for three months or
more, and; whether they had any part-time work during their last year at school. The
responses to these questions are combined in Table 5.5.
Overall, 68 per cent of respondents had held a job for three months or more, being a
full-time job in the cases of 60 per cent of respondents. With the exception of JSA
recipients paid at the Homeless rate, only a third of whom had held a full-time job
for three months or more, the degree of previous job-holding in each age group is
higher for recipients living away from home than for those at home, though the
difference is marginal for 18-20 year olds. The degree of previous job-holding also
tends to increase with age group, reflecting the greater opportunity with increasing
years to have held a job for three months or more.
Among the 32 per cent of respondents who, since leaving school, had not held a job
for three months or more, few Gust 16 per cent of this group) had part-time work
during their last year at schooL The exception was for 16-17 year aIds where almost
40 per cent of those with no three-month work record had, nevertheless, worked
part-time during their final year at schooL This does not mean that in recent years
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Table 5.5: Previous Job-holding by Recipient Type

Job-holding
(row per cent)
Held a job for 3
months or more

Recipient type

No.

Full- Part-time
only
time

No job for 3
months or more

Total

Part-time No part-time
work during work during
last year
last year
at school
at school

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

61
20
32

51
60
31

5
5
13

12
10
16

33
25
41

100
100
100

18-20 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

79
56(a)

63
64

13
11

3
2

22
23

100
100

21-24 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

84
56

61
75

6
5

1
4

32
16

100
100

Total

388

60

8

5

27

100

Note:

a)

Excludes one 'not stated' case.

students have been more likely than in previous years to have part-time jobs in their
last year at schooL What it does suggest is that those with such jobs have better
subsequent employment prospects.
An overseas-born 20 year old JSA recipient had not completed
her secondary schooling though she had had some work since
leaving school at 17. She had been unemployed for a year and
a half, though only receiving JSA for 9 months. The passport
needed for her JSA application had been stolen and taken 6
months to replace. During this period and a subsequent seven
week waiting period she had been supported by her mother.
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5.4 Benefit Receipt
Duration of Benefit Receipt

There were two sources of information on the duration of benefit receipt: a question
in the survey and DSS administrative data. Both referred to the duration of
continuous receipt of unemployment benefit in the form of, and including
combinations of, JSA, NSA and VB. Despite the existence of the administrative
data, the question was also included in the survey due to uncertainty over whether
the full duration would be recorded in the administrative data in any cases of
interstate transfers. In the event, it was decided to only use the administrative data
on the grounds that any minor deficiencies with that source would be outweighed by
recall errors with the survey question.
The duration of benefit receipt by recipient type is shown in Table 5.6 in terms of
duration ranges, with median durations shown in Figure 5.1. Table 5.6 shows 36 per
cent of recipients to have been in receipt of benefit for up to 6 months, with the
remainder fairly evenly split between the 6-12 months and over 12 months
categories. Median durations (Figure 5.1) increase with age, as would be expected
from the greater risk of being unemployed longer. Thus, the median duration of
benefit receipt is around 15 weeks for 16-17 year olds (excluding those paid at the
Homeless rate), around 35 weeks for 18-20 year olds, and almost 50 weeks for 21-24
year olds. Neither Table 5.6 nor Figure 5.1 show any systematic variation in
durations according to living arrangements within each age group with the exception
of the case of recipients paid at the Homeless rate. This group has a far higher
median duration of benefit receipt than do the other types in the 16-17 age group.

A 21 year old Newstart recipient had left school at 14. Since
then, she had no further education or training, though she had
held a full-time job lasting at least three months. She had now,
however, been receiving unemployment benefit for four years
and couldn't recall details about any waiting period she had
served before receiving benefit.
Waiting Periods

Survey respondents were asked how long they had waited between applying for
benefit and first receiving payment. The responses shown in Figure 5.2 will, of
course, be subject to any recall problems. Few respondents (only five per cent)
reported no waiting period and most (about 80 per cent) reported having waited up to
six weeks. This leaves around 15 per cent who had waiting periods of over 6 weeks,
including 7 per cent who had waited for three months or more.

46

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Table 5.6: Duration of Receipt of Unemployment Benefit(a) by Recipient Type
Duration of receipt of benefit
(row percentage)
Over 3
months and up
to 6 months

Over6
months and up
to 12 months

Over
12 months

Recipient type

No.

Up to 3
months

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

61
20
32

39
50
28

23
30
19

25
20
44

13
0
9

100

18-20 year oIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

79
57

12
14

27
19

24
25

3S
42

100
lCX)

21-24 yearolds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

84
56

2
7

13
11

41
30

44
52

100
100

389

17

19

30

34

100

Total
Note:

a)

Source:

Survey and DSS MasterfiIe data.

Total

100
100

Continuous receipt, including combinations, of JSA, NSA, and VB.

A 19 year old had been receiving JSA for 5 months. He had
waited 13 weeks for his first payment. The $200 he had in his
savings account had been used up quickly. After that, he had
gone round to friends' places for meals because he had run out
of money.

5.5 Location of Residence
The locations of respondents' residences according to Labour Force Regions within
the Sydney metropolitan area are shown in Table 5.7. These figures show the
distribution of residential locations at the time of the survey: a number of people
had changed address and region between the drawing of the sample and
interviewing. Regions including notably high numbers of respondents are: Inner
Sydney, Canterbury-Bankstown, Fairfield-Liverpool and Central Western Sydney.
These four regions account for 70 per cent of the sample. Much of this distribution
is attributable to the sample design which, as was noted in Section 4.2, was clustered
and excluded recipients living in Outer South Western Sydney, Outer Western
Sydney and Gosford-Wyong. Besides the sample design, this picture is the result of
the geographical variation in response rates described in Section 4.4; notably, the
lower than average response rates attained in the inner Sydney regions.

47

LNING CONDITIONS AND COSTS OF THE YOUNG UNEMPLOYED
Figure 5.1: Median Duration of Receipt of Unemployment Benefit
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Table 5.7: Respondents by Location of Residence

Labour Force Region

No.

Inner Sydney
Inner Western Sydney
Eastern Suburbs
St George - Sutherland
Canterbury - Bankstown
Fairfield - Liverpool
Outer South Western Sydney
Central Western Sydney
Outer Western Sydney
Blacktown - Baulkham Hills
Lower Northern Sydney
Hornsby - Ku-ring-gai
Manly - Warringah
Gosford - Wyong
Not identified

56
10

Total

19

27
60
104
51
35

2
11
12

2

389

6 Living Arrangements
6.1 The Basic Pattern
Figures 6.1 and 6.2 give a profile of recipient type by living arrangements. Of those
living in the parental home (Figure 6.1), a substantial proportion were living with
one parent rather than with two parents. This was evident for all age groups, though
more 16-17 year olds lived with only one parent than either 18-20 or 21-24 year
olds. About half of the younger group at home lived with both parents, while nearly
two-thirds of both older groups at home did so.
The vast majority of recipients not living at home were either boarding or renting
(Figure 6.2). The 'other' category in Figure 6.2 primarily includes cases of people
living in boarding houses, refuges or with no fixed address. For 16-17 year olds
living away from home, boarding was more prevalent than renting while the reverse
was the case for the older age groups: the proportion of renters increases with age
while the proportion of boarders correspondingly declines. Among 21-24 year olds
living away from home, a third were boarding and two-thirds renting. In
comparison, almost half of all 16-17 year olds living away from home were
boarding, with just a third renting.
While housing arrangements for those aged 18 and over living away from home
were thus almost totally accounted for by boarding and renting, the housing
arrangements for about 20 per cent of 16-17 year olds living away from home were
cases of living in a boarding house, refuge or at no fixed address. The significance
of these types of accommodation, or lack of accommodation may reflect not only
cost factors but also institutional barriers to persons under 18 years of age becoming
if unable to live with parents or relatives or in private rental
renters:
accommodation, a boarding house, refuge or living on the streets are probably the
only remaining options.
A 20 year old man lived with his parents and brothers. He had
left school at 17, had some work, but had then been
unemployed for the past 15 months. Both parents were
unemployed, and his brothers were either working or students.

6.2 Composition of Household
Examination of household composition added considerable complexity to the picture
of living arrangements of survey respondents. The salient features are described
here. Starting with those living at home, it has already been noted that, while most
lived with both parents, a substantial proportion lived with just one parent. Of those
living with both parents, about 40 per cent lived in a single family, mostly including
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Figure 6.1: Living Arrangements of Respondents Living at Home
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Figure 6.2: Living Arrangements of Respondents Living Away from Home
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dependent children. In the remaining 60 per cent of cases the recipient did not live
in a single family, living instead with extended families or unrelated people as well.
Of those recipients living with only one parent, just over half were in a single family
with dependent children present, with the remainder living in a different family type.
A broad classification of the household compositions for respondents living away
from home is shown in Figure 6.3, with distinction between those living alone, those
living in 'private dwellings' with other unrelated people and other arrangements.
The propensity to live alone clearly increases with age: acounting for 8 per cent of
16-17 year olds, 14 per cent of 18-20 year olds and 21 per cent of 21-24 year olds.
Living with other unrelated people is an important form of living arrangement for all
three age groups, accounting for between 35 and 50 per cent of cases. The 'other'
category in Figure 6.3 includes, firstly, refuges, boarding houses, etc. and, secondly,
other living arrangements such as living with relatives. The first of these
components is important for 16-17 year olds, but for the older age groups this 'other'
category largely includes other living arrangements.

A 21 year old JSA recipient lived at home with her parents; her
father working full-time. Since leaving school at 17, she had
obtained a technical certificate and had some full-time work,
but had now been getting JSAjor 10 months.

6.3 Income Support Arrangements of Parents
Given privacy considerations and concerns about the reliability of information
obtained about third parties, it was not possible in this survey to ask questions in any
detail about the circumstances of parents. Respondents were asked, however,
whether parents received any pension or benefit and the responses to these questions
are taken to provide an indication of parental incomes. For those respondents living
with parents, two categories of parental income are identified: parent(s) receiving
income support and parent(s) not receiving income support. Where the respondent
lived with both parents, the couple are taken to be in receipt of income support if
receipt of a pension or benefit was reported for a least one of them. Where the
respondent lived with just one parent, the income support status of the other parent
was ignored. For those respondents living away from parents, three categories of
parental income are identified: receipt of income support, part receipt of income
support, and no income support. Where parents lived together and at least one
received income support, then both were taken to be in receipt of such. Part receipt
of income support refers to cases where two parents live apart, one receives income
support and one does not. The questions on income support received by parents
referred to pensions and benefits and thus do not refer to payments such as Family
Allowance or Family Allowance Supplement.
The pattern of income support status of parents, according to the above definition, is
shown in Table 6.1. The first thing to note is that, in 18 per cent of cases, it was not
possible to determine the income support status of parents. Reasons for this were
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Figure 6.3: Household Composition of Respondents Living Away from Home
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Table 6.1: Income Support Status of Parents by Recipient Type
(Row percentages)

Income support status of parents
Recipient type

No
receipt

Part
receipt

In
receipt

Not
detennined

Total

53
38
58

15
17
7

100
100
100

At home
16-17
18-20
21-24

33
46
35

Away from home
16-17 JSA
16-17 Homeless
18-20
21-24

55
38
51
43

10
13
5
5

20
13
23
27

15
38
21
25

100
100
100
100

Total

41

3

38

18

100
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fairly evenly divided between instances where the respondent did not know and
where the response was 'not stated'. The proportion of undetermined cases is higher
among those living away from home, and amounts to 38 per cent in the case of those
recipients paid at the Homeless rate.
Where the income support status of parents could be determined, around half of all
respondents overall had parents who were receiving income support. The picture
was quite different, though, according to whether or not the respondent was living at
home. Generally, parents of respondents living at home were more likely than not to
be receiving income support, while the opposite was the case for those living away
from home. The situation of those living at home is further qualified by examining
differences according to parental type (Figure 6.4). Where a respondent was living
with both parents, it was slightly more likely that they would not be receiving
income support. However, for those living with their mother only, it was far more
likely than not that their parent would be receiving income support. While not
shown in Figure 6.4, this pattern generally held across the three age groups. The
numbers of cases where respondents are living with one male parent were too few to
say anything conclusive about this group.

Having received JSA since leaving school, a 16 year old lived
at home with his pensioner mother and two younger sisters,
both still at school.

6.4 Proximity of Parents
For the young unemployed living away from home, the proximity of parents will
obviously be one important consideration in the extent of parental in-kind support
provided. Respondents were asked where their parents lived and the results of these
questions are shown in Figure 6.5. The categories shown in Figure 6.5 are expressed
in terms of the proximity of the nearest parent.
Thus if one parent lived in Sydney and the other lived overseas, the case would be
classified as 'Sydney (one parent)'. The small 'other' category includes cases either
where the questions were not answered or where both parents were deceased.
Sixty per cent of the young unemployed living away from home had at least one
parent living in Sydney. In 20 per cent of cases, the nearest parent lived elsewhere
in NSW or in the Australian Capital Territory, with the remainder evenly split
between those where the nearest parent lived interstate and those where there was no
parent living in Australia. In summary, two out of every five of the young
unemployed living away from home in Sydney had no parent living in Sydney. This
proportion was found for each of the four groups of the young unemployed living
away from home.
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Figure 6.4: Income Support Status of Parents of Respondents Living at Home
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Figure 6.5: Residence of Nearest Parent: Respondents Living Away from Home
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A 19 year old JSA recipient boarded with his two pensioner
grandparents. His parents lived outside Sydney and he had left
their home eight months previously to come to Sydney and look
for work. He had been unemployed since completing his HSC
and, after a 13-week waiting period, had been getting JSAfor 9
months. Hefelt he could return to live with his parents ifneed
be.

6.5 Leaving Home
Forty-two per cent of the sample of young unemployed people did not live with their
parents. A further 20 per cent of those currently living with parents had moved out
of their parents' home on at least one occasion. Respondents were asked how they
were financially supporting themselves at the time they moved out and also, in order
to gain some insight into their choice of where they were living, why they had
returned home (if, in fact, they had) or whether they felt they could go back and live
with their parents.
The responses to the question on main means of support upon first leaving home are
shown in Table 6.2. The table covers all those living away from home now as well
as those who had once left but since returned home. The most frequently mentioned
main type of support after leaving home was a pension or benefit. When education
allowances are also included, Table 6.2 shows income support to have been the main
form of support upon leaving home in around 45 per cent of cases. Income from
employment provided the main form of support in a further 25 per cent of cases.
Support from relatives and/or friends was identified as the main form of support in
13 per cent of cases.
Living alone in private rental accommodation, a 20 year old
had left home 12 months previously when he had been working
full-time. He had lost his job, though, and had now been
unemployed and receiving JSA for four months. His father
lived outside Sydney, though his mother lived in Sydney and he
kept in close contact with her. He felt that he could return to
live with his mother if he chose to.

For those recipients who had previously left home but who now lived at home, the
reasons for their return revealed a range of factors to be of some importance. The
most frequently mentioned single factors were that the recipient lost their job, could
not afford to live away from home, missed their family, and felt the need for stability
and care. No single factor stood out, though the responses did suggest that personal
reasons were at least as important as financial ones in the decision about whether or
not to live with parents.
Recipients not living with parents were asked whether or not they felt they could go
back and live with their parents. Answers to this question should be interpreted with
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Table 6.2: Main Means of Support When First Left Home: Respondents Who had Left
Home at Some Stage

Main means of support
Pensionlbenefit
Wages/salaries
Support from relatives/friends
AUSTUDY/ABSTUDY
Refugee camp
Savings
Borrowing
Living on streets/stealing/refuge
Institution (State ward)
Other
Not stated/not applicable
Total

Notes:

%

36.8

25.5
12.7
7.5
3.8

2.8
1.4
1.4
0.9
4.7
2.4

100.0
(N==212)
1) Numbers are limited to those presently living in parental home or who had moved out
at least once.

caution, as many young people who said 'yes', they could go back and live with
their parents, indicated that they never would. Unsurprisingly, the vast majority of
16-17 year olds paid at the Homeless rate (81 per cent) answered 'no' to this
question. For the other recipient groups living away from home, between 40 and 60
per cent felt that they could not return to live with their parents. These proportions
suggest that, for many of the young people living away from parents, returning to
live with parents is not a realistic option.

A 16 year old had been receiving JSA at the Homeless rate for
eight months, after a period on Special Benefit. She boarded
with four other people unrelated to her, some working and
some unemployed. Her parents lived interstate and she had
been kicked out of home when she was 14, returned briefly and
then left again 18 months before being interviewed. The most
recent time she left home she was supported partly by an
education payment and partly through the assistance offriends.
She did not feel that going back to live with her parents was a
feasible option.
A 24 year old Newstart recipient shared a rented flat with
another unemployed person. She had left home at 16 when she
was working, but had now been unemployed for five years.
Although her parents lived in Sydney, she had little contact
with them. When asked whether she felt that she could go back
and live with her parents, she said, on reflection, that she could
but didn't really get on with them.

7 Incomes and Transfers
7.1 Social Security Incomes
Total Benefit Received

The rates of payment for the young unemployed prevailing at the time of the survey
were set out in Section 2. The actual amounts of benefit received by those included
in the final sample are shown in Table 7.1 in comparison with the base rates of
payment prevailing at the time. Survey respondents were not asked to provide
details of social security incomes which were, instead, taken from the DSS
masterfile and refer to the amount received in the last pay prior to the drawing of the
sample. Table 7.1 shows significant proportions of recipients to have been receiving
more or less than the base payment, with a notably high proportion of 16-17 year
olds living at home and receiving less than the base rate of benefit.
The data in Table 7.1 are after adjustments were made to the DSS masterfile data on
the amount of last pay for a number of cases in the sample. The need for these
adjustments arose for three main reasons. Firstly, there was the need to recognise
the change in entitlements for some in the sample who had changed their living
arrangements between the time when the survey was drawn and the time when
interviewing was undertaken. These adjustments were primarily cases where
people's eligibility for Rent Assistance changed. Secondly, there were some cases
where the last pay covered more than a fortnight's entitlement. Thirdly, there was
the need to account for some inexplicably low rates of payment in the DSS data,
including a couple of cases with zero recorded benefit income. Bearing in mind that
those recipients subject to a non-payment period for whatever reasons were excluded
from the sample design, where a low rate of payment could not be explained through
reference to the considerations described below, such as income-testing or recovery
of an overpayment, the rate of benefit was amended to match the base rate applicable
to each case. It is thus assumed that, where inexplicable, these apparently very low
rates of payment were the results of data processing errors.
The actual amounts of benefit received can vary above or below the base rate for a
number of reasons. These include:
•

the additional payment of Rent Assistance (at the time of survey, only for those
aged 18 years or over);

•

the effect of means-testing, be that personal or parental income or assets
testing;

•

the recovery of a previous overpayment (or restoration of a previous
underpayment); and
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Table 7.1: DSS Benefit Incomes Received by Recipient Type

Recipient type

Proponion of recipients with
actual benefit in relation
to base benefit (row %)

Mean
benefit

Base
benefit

($/fortnight)

($/fonnight)

Lower

Equal

Higher

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

109
198
205

124
205
205

30
5
0

70
95
100

0
0
0

18-20 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

179
248

149
227

1
0

60
49

39
51

21-24 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

277
303

278
278

4
0

96
46

0
54

Source:

•

Survey and DSS masterfi1e data.

the maintenance of payment at a higher rate if receiving the payment at the
time when the rate was reduced; that is, 'saved cases' which refers specifically
to 18-20 year old JSA recipients living at home who were receiving benefit
when the lower 'at home' rate was introduced in 1990.

The role of each of these factors in explaining the extent and pattern of divergence
between actual and base rates of payment is set out below. In general, one further
reason for a payment which differs from the base rate would be the operation of a
waiting, deferment or non-payment period. As set out in Section 4.2, however, any
such cases had been excluded from the sample design.
Rent Assistance
Rent Assistance was received by around 50 per cent of the two main eligible types of
recipient: 18-20 and 21-24 year olds living away from home. Among those in these
two groups who did not receive Rent Assistance, the reason for non-receipt was far
more often a case of benefit not having been received for at least six months (an
eligibility requirement for Rent Assistance at the time of the survey) than of rent or
board payments being too low to attract Rent Assistance. Of the 18-20 year aids
living away from home, 51 per cent received Rent Assistance with an average value
of $41 per fortnight. For the 21-24 year old group, the corresponding figures were
54 per cent and $46 per fortnight. The maximum rate of Rent Assistance payable,
$62 per fortnight, was received by about a quarter of Rent Assistance recipients.
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Means-testing
Very few recipients had payments reduced through the application of the personal
income test. The parental income test did, however, have more impact and explains
the variation in benefit incomes received by 16-17 year old JSA recipients living at
home. Among the 61 cases of 16-17 year olds living at home, 27 were subject to the
parental income test. Where there was exemption from the parental income test, this
was, in almost all cases, due to parents being in receipt of income support. Of the 27
subject to the parental income test, 18 had their payments reduced by the test with
the maximum reduction to $58 per fomight in nine of these cases. Compared to the
base rate of $124 per fortnight, this means there is a considerable spread of social
security incomes among this group, a point which is taken into account in analysis of
the survey fmdings reported in Sections 10-15, where the group of 16-17 year olds
living at home is split according to whether or not entitlements are reduced by
application of the parental income test.
Those 16-17 year old JSA recipients living away from home are only subject to the
parental income test if they do not qualify for the Independent or Homeless rate of
JSA. As can be seen from Table 7.1, all those 16-17 year olds paid at the Homeless
rate of JSA received the base rate of benefit. With the other group of 16-17 year
olds living away from home, the base rate of benefit in Table 7.1 is taken to be JSA
paid at the Independent rate of $205 per fortnight. This is despite the fact that this
group could also include those who do not qualify for the Independent rate and are
entitled to only $124 per fortnight. In fact, all but one of the cases in this group
qualified for the Independent rate of JSA. This is an important feature of this part of
the sample and it should be remembered that subsequent description of this group of
16-17 year old JSA recipients living away from home essentially refers to those paid
at the Independent rate. It says nothing about the particular situations of 16-17 year
olds living away from home who receive the substantially lower entitlement than
that paid to those who qualify for either the Independent or Homeless rate of JSA.

Overpayments
Only three members of the sample had amounts of benefit at last pay which were
affected by recovery of overpayments, the weekly amounts withheld being either
$10 or $20.

Saved Cases
When the new lower rate of benefit for 18-20 year olds living at home was
introduced in September 1990, existing claimants did not have their rates of benefit
reduced. They continued to be paid at the rate now applicable to only those 18-20
year olds living away from home. The term 'saved cases' refers to these 18-20 year
olds living at home who were at least 18 in September 1990 and had been receiving
benefit continuously since that time. The' saved cases' thus constitute a transitional
group of the young unemployed which will have disappeared by September 1993.
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At the time of interviewing, however, 'saved cases' accounted for 31 (almost 40 per
cent) of the 78 members in the sample group of 18-20 year olds living at home. For
these 31 cases, the rate of payment was $227 per fortnight, significantly higher than
the entitlement of $149 per fortnight for those who came on to the payment after the
September 1990 change. This explains why the mean rate of benefit for 18-20 year
olds living at home is considerably higher than the base rate of benefit (Table 7.1).
It also draws attention to the existence of two distinct sub-groups among the 18-20
year olds living at home. Distinction between these two sub-groups, 'saved cases'
and those paid at the 'new' rate, is made in Sections 10-15 of the report.

7.2 Private Incomes
Survey respondents were asked whether they received any money from anywhere
other than DSS and, if so, the source, the amount, and the frequency of receipt. The
accuracy of the responses to these questions was a concern from the outset and it
remains difficult, after the interviewing, to judge the quality of the responses. With
the partly official auspices of the study, it was, for example, considered pointless to
include any direct question about income from illegal activities despite this source
having been shown to be of some importance by other research (Moore, 1988;
Hartley, 1989).
About a quarter of survey respondents reported getting some money from other than
DSS (Table 7.2). These private incomes have been categorised into: payments from
parents, relatives or others, wages, and any other source. Each of these five sources
has then been disaggregated according to whether or not the income was received
regularly or occasionally. At most, respondents reported private incomes from two
sources. That a recipient could receive private income from more than one source
explains why the percentages in the first column of Table 7.2 do not add up to the
totals.

A 17 year old living at home received JSA at $62 per week.
His father was self-employed, working full-time, and was able
to offer him some work. In the previous fortnight, he had been
paid $50 for labouring work with his father.
By far the most common form of private income was payments from parents, more
often received occasionally than regularly. Almost 20 per cent of recipients received
some form of parental payment. In comparison, each of the other four private
income categories was received by less than four per cent of recipients. Reported
private incomes were converted into weekly amounts and the average incomes from
each source, among those with some income from that source, are shown in the
second column of Table 7.2. While payments from parents dominate in terms of the
prevalence of receipt, wages dominate in terms of value. Overall, around a quarter
of all respondents received some private income with an average value of $34 per
week.
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Table 7.2: Private Incomes by Regularity and Source: All Respondents

Proportion of
recipients with
income from
source

Mean income
from source for
those with some
income from source
($/week)

Regularity and source

(%)

Regular income from:
parents
relatives
others
wages
other

5.1
1.0
0.8
2.1
0.8

27
37
120

(sub-total: regular)

8.7

61

Occasional income from:
parents
relatives
others
wages
other

12.9
2.3
1.0
1.5
1.0

13
9
9
54
10

16.5

17

23.7

34

(sub-total: occasional)

All sources

133

16

In terms of total value, the most important sources of private income for the survey
respondents were allowances from parents and wages, together amounting to almost
80 per cent of reported private incomes. Figure 7.1 shows the composition of the
total value of private incomes reported in the survey by source and regularity.
Regular sources accounted for two-thirds of all reported private income.

A 23 year old unemployed woman with a tertiary degree was
living at home. She had been receiving JSA for nine months
though not continuously as she was often able to get casual
teaching work. She received $400 for the most recent week of
casual teaching work. In effect, these wages were her main
source of income, with JSA filling in the gaps when there was
no work available.
The receipt of private incomes by recipient type is shown in Table 7.3. The average
amounts received that are shown in the table are averages among only those with
some income from the source. It is difficult to detect any systematic variation here
in terms of either the prevalence or amounts of total private income. A clear pattern
does emerge, however, when attention is focused on the single most prevalent
source, that is, parental allowances. At least for 16-17 and 18-20 year olds, parental
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Figure 7.1: Value of Private Income Components
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Table 7.3: Private Incomes by Recipient Type

Private income
from all sources
Proportion
of recipients
receiving

Private income
from parents
Proportion
of recipients
receiving

(%)

Mean
amount
received
($/week)

Recipient type

(%)

Mean
amount
received
($/week)

16-17 year aIds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

28
35
19

11.80
35.40
82.60

28
20
13

9.90
19.90
7.70

18-20 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

32
22

20.10
56.00

29
10

14.90
21.70

21-24 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

18
16

44.40
33.10

11
7

23.30
40.60

Total

24

34.10

17

16.80
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allowances are far more likely to be paid to those living at home than those living
away from home. On the other hand, the amounts of allowances tended to be greater
for those living away from home than for those at home, possibly reflecting
recognition of the greater costs incurred when living away from home. Among those
living at home, a notably lower proportion of 21-24 year olds received allowances
from parents than was the case for the younger age groups. For those living away
from home, the likelihood of receiving a parental allowance decreases with each step
to an older age group.
The figures on income from parents in Table 7.3 can be compared with the results of
other research. The Developmental Youth Services Association (DYSA) survey of
100 15-17 year olds, with roughly equal numbers living at home and away from
home, found 16 per cent to receive regular allowances from parents with the
proportion decreasing with age (Moore, 1988). In the survey undertaken for the
unpublished 1989 review of JSA for 16-17 year olds (DSS/DEET, 1989),21 per cent
of the sample reported financial help from parents over the previous month with the
amount in most cases being no more than $50 per month. The proportions receiving
such assistance were 30 per cent for those living at home (identical to the figure
obtained from this survey, though the definitions of income from parents do differ
somewhat), 4 per cent for YHA recipients and 14 per cent for others living away
from home. For these latter two groups, higher proportions reported incomes from
parents in this survey.
In relation to the provision of parental allowances, respondents were asked whether
they thought their parents expected them to support themselves even though they
were unemployed. Overall, 82 per cent of respondents thought that this was the case
(Figure 7.2). This included around 85-90 per cent of those living away from home.
In the case of those living at home, the extent of the belief that parents expected the
young unemployed to support themselves clearly increased with the age of
recipients.

Living with his mother and his older sisters, an 18 year old had
been receiving JSA for eight weeks at the rate of $75 per week.
When asked about other income, he said that he received about
$30 a week from his mother who had part-time work. 1t
transpired, however, that this money was in effect a rolling
loan with the amount paid back when his fortnightly social
security payment was received and then another small loan
provided when he ran out of money.

7.3 The Nature of Payments from Parents and Others
Together, payments from parents, relatives and others accounted for 84 per cent of
the number of reported private incomes and 55 per cent of their value. Among those
receiving such payments, in about 65 per cent of cases the money was intended to
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Figure 7.2: Proportion of Respondents Who Think Parents Expect Them to Support
Themselves While Unemployed
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help with general living expenses. The money was intended to meet particular costs
in about 20 per cent of cases and a combination of general and particular costs for
the remainder.
In most cases (65 per cent), the recipient of money from parents, relatives or others
was not expected to do anything in particular in return. In very few cases (6 per
cent) was any repayment expected, and the most frequent expectation in return for
the money was of help around the house (21 percent of cases). The provision of
help around the house in return was particularly prevalent among 16-17 year olds
living at home.

Given the role assigned to parental support in parts of the income support structure
for the young unemployed, it was felt that an important part of the questionnaire
should be to seek to ascertain the capacity of parents to provide that support.
Privacy concerns regarding requesting information about third parties, together with
doubts about the quality of the data, prevented direct questions about parental
incomes. Instead, recipients were asked whether their parent(s) were in receipt of a
pension or benefit to provide an indication of low parental income (see Section 6.3).
The questionnaire also sought respondents' views about the financial capacity of
parents to provide support.
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Because of his father's full-time earnings, the JSA entitlement
of a 17 year old living at home was reduced by the parental
income test by the maximum amount of $33 per week, leaving
him just $29 per week. His parents, however, gave him a
weekly allowance of$30 to use for general living expenses. He
didn't pay board.
A 16 year old was in the same position, receiving just $29 per
week because of his father's full-time earnings. He, like the 17
year old, didn't pay board but, unlike the 17 year old, he didn't
get any allowance from his parents. He didn't think this was
because his parents couldn't afford it, but at the same time he
didn't think his parents expected him to support himself.

Those respondents who were receiving money from parents were asked: 'Do you
think the amount of money you receive from your parent(s) is limited by how much
they can afford?' Almost three-quarters of such respondents said 'yes'. Those
receiving no money from parents were asked: 'Do you think that you get no money
from your parent(s) because they can't afford it?' Just over half such respondents
replied 'yes' to this question. Some interviewers considered these questions were
loaded toward 'yes' responses and, if so, these will be over-estimated. If, however,
it is assumed that there is no bias between the two questions in any such overestimation, the responses still provide useful information. Thus, the responses
suggest that, while capacity to pay is very important in determining the amount of
payments in those cases where payments are made, it is a less important factor
(though still important) in determining whether or not any payment will be made.
The number of cases receiving income from parents was too small to warrant further
disaggregation by recipient type of the responses to these questions for this group.
Such disaggregation was, however, undertaken for those not receiving money from
parents. That showed, consistently for each age group, capacity to pay being a more
important factor behind the absence of any income from parents in the case of those
living at home than in the case of those living away from home.
A 17 year old lived at home receiving JSA of $75 per week.
His mother worked part-time but his father was unemployed.
There were also two school-age children in the household. He
occasionally got extra money from his parents, averaging
around $30 a month. He didn't think his parents expected him
to support himself even though he was unemployed, though he
thought that the money they gave him was limited by what they
could afford. 1n return for the occasional payments, he was
expected to help around the house.

8. Major Costs
As was noted in Section 4, this survey was unable to collect detailed information on
all expenditures made by the young unemployed in the sample. However, it was
possible to obtain some information about major expenditure items. This section
describes the expenditures by the young unemployed in the following areas:
housing; telephone, electricity and gas bills; food and meals; transport; and selected
other items. Analysis of the pattern of the total of these cost components is
presented in Section 11, in comparison with incomes.

8.1 Housing Costs
Those Living with Parents
Among the 58 per cent of the final sample who were living with one or both parents,
77 per cent were paying board (Table 8.1). This proportion increased with age: just
over half of 16-17 year olds living at home paid board, compared to almost 90 per
cent of the 21-24 year olds. For those paying board, the average weekly amount paid
also increased with age: $35 for 16-17 year olds, $42 for 18-20 year olds and $57
for 21-24 year olds. Wilson (1992: 56) reports a higher proportion, 70 per cent, of
those 16-17 year olds living at home paying something toward their housing
according to the survey undertaken for the 1989 DSS/DEET review of JSA. On the
other hand, Moore (1988) reported just over half 15-17 year olds living with parents
to be paying board, and noted that the propensity to pay board increased with age.

A 17 year old lived at home with his mother, who had a parttime job, and his older brother, who was unemployed. He had
previously left home but returned because he couldn't afford to
live away from home. He was now paying $50 per week in
board out of his $62 a week from JSA. The board payment
covered all meals and household bills, though he put in extra if
he made STD phone calls. He thought that $50 a week was a
reasonable amount for his mother to ask for, but an
unreasonable amount for him to have to pay, given the small
amount of money he had.
The above figures on the amounts of board paid are from responses to a question on
how much was usually paid. Almost 30 per cent of those paying board reported,
however, that the amount they paid varied, with the nature of this variation most
frequently being a case of the amount paid depending on how much money the
young unemployed person had at the time or of higher payments when household
bills came in. This picture of variation in board payments was similar across all
three age groups.
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Table 8.1: Board Payments Made by Those Living with Parents by Recipient Type

At Home Recipient Type
16-17

No. of cases in age group
Proportionpa~ngboMd(%)

Mean payment among those paying ($/week)

18-20

61
56

79
79

35

42

21-24
84
89
57

Total

224
77
47

To throw some light on the question of whether or not board is paid, those paying
board were asked at what age and under what circumstances they began paying
board. The responses to the question on age revealed no specific age to be
prominent as a time for commencing board payments. As might be expected, a
stronger association is found between payment of board and receipt of an
independent income. A third of those paying board commenced payments when
they started their first job, and a further third when they began to receive a DSS
benefit (Figure 8.l).
Receipt of an independent income can, however, be only part of the story behind
whether or not board is paid. Otherwise, given the independent incomes of all
members of this sample, all could be expected, to pay board. It is of course likely
that the level of independent incomes would condition whether or not board is
requested or, indeed, offered. The increase in the proportion paying board with
increasing age is correlated with increasing independent incomes, and ability to pay
was mentioned as the most frequent factor underlying variation in the amount of
board paid.
An overseas-born unemployed woman had emigrated with her
family to Australia in 1990. Aged 23, she had a bachelor
degree from her home country but had been unemployed since
her arrival in Australia and receiving benefit for 18 months.
She lived with her father and mother, four adult brothers and
sisters and the family of one sister. Of the nine adults in the
household, two were working full-time and four were receiving
unemployment benefit. She did not understand the questions
about board payments. Instead, all the money coming into the
household was pooled, with no formal arrangement. That was
the way things were done.
It is important to recognise that board payments are not simply housing costs which
can be compared directly with other types of housing cost such as rent. Frequently,
board payments are seen to cover much more than just accommodation costs.
Accordingly, those paying board were asked whether the payment was meant to
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Figure 8.1: Circumstances When Payment of Board Commenced for Respondents Living at
Home

Other 8%

Left school
15%

Started first job
37%

36%
Began receiving DSS benefit

cover all or some of the costs of meals, telephone and electricity/gas. The board
payment covered all meals in around 90 per cent of cases, all electricity/gas in 75 per
cent of cases, and all telephone in around 60 per cent of those cases with a telephone.
These three components of board, which may supplement a payment for
accommodation alone, are combined in Table 8.2 for comparison of the coverage of
board payments across the recipient age groups. There was no marked variation
between the age groups. All meals, telephone and electricity/gas were covered in
50-60 per cent of cases; and at least all meals covered in around 80 per cent of
cases. In only four per cent of all cases was the board reported to cover none of the
costs of meals, telephone or electricity/gas.
Those recipients paying board to parents were also asked whether, in their view, the
amount they paid was reasonable. ID around 80 per cent of cases, the amount paid
was considered reasonable. The amount paid for board was considered too high in
11 per cent of cases and too low in 6 per cent of cases. This pattern of responses was
similar across the three age groups.
A young unemployed man lived at home with his unemployed
mother and his elder brother who worked full-time. The house
was rented from the Department of Housing and he paid
'board' to his mother roughly equal to that part of the rent for
the dwelling which was attributable to his income under the
rent-setting formula used by the Department of Housing. In
this way, he was currently paying $11 a week in board.
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Table 8.2: Board Components by Recipient Type: Respondents Living with Parents and
Paying Board
(Column percentages)

'At Home' recipient type
16-17

18-20

21-24

Total

All meals, phone, elec/gas
All meals, some phone and elec/gas
All meals only
10
Some meals, some or all phone and elec/gas
No meals, some or all phone and elec/gas
None

59
12

52
16
9

55
17
16

54
16
5

3
0
0

6
2
2

1

4
8

4
2
4

Not stated

18

6

9

10

Board components

Total

%
(N =)

100
(34)

lOO
(62)

100
(75)

100
(171)

However, he had just turned 18. While his next pay from DSS
would be at the higher 18-20 year old rate, a proportion of the
increase in his benefit would be taken as additional board to
meet the increased rent the household would be charged.

Those Living Away from Parents
As was indicated in Section 6, around half of all recipients living away from parents
were boarding, with most of the remainder renting. This picture is mirrored in
Figure 8.2 which shows the types of housing cost paid by recipients living away
from home. With increasing age there is a clear reduction in the prevalence of
boarding, with a corresponding increase in the proportion renting. Boarders
comprise about 55 per cent of the 16-17 year old groups, but only 27 per cent of the
21-24 year old group. The group of 16-17 year olds paid at the Homeless rate is
notable for the approximately 20 per cent of recipients who were making no form of
housing payment. No members of the sample were making any type of housing
payment other than board or rent.
Further information on the housing costs paid by those recipients living away from
parents, and on the circumstances where no housing payment was made, is provided
below.
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Figure 8.2: Types of Housing Payment for Respondents Living Away from Parents
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Away from Home: Boarders

The average amounts of board paid by boarders living away from home are shown in
Table 8.3. As was seen with those paying board to parents (Table 8.1), the average
payment increases with age. However, those boarding away from parents were on
average paying more than their counterparts paying board to parents. The variation
of board payments with age is also less marked among boarders living away from
parents than for those living with parents.
The degree of flexibility in the amount paid for board appears to be only slightly less
for boarders away from parents than for those living with parents. Here, just over 20
per cent of boarders reported paying a varying amount for board, compared to almost
30 per cent of those paying board to parents. For those cases where the nature of any
variation in board payment was specified, the most frequently mentioned bases for
variation were the amount of money the recipient had at the time and the financial
needs of the household.

Receiving JSA at the Homeless rate, a 16 year old woman
boarded with her sister and her family. She had left home
when she was 11 and had no contact with her parents.
Relatives had supported her while she was at school and before
she became eligible for JSA. She was now paying $70 in board
out of her weekly JSA payment of $102. The board covered
everything and she though it was a reasonable amount. She
had been unemployed since leaving school, and had been
receiving JSAfor 18 months.
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Table 8.3: Mean Board Payments: Respondents Living Away from Home and Boarding

'Away From Home' recipient type

Number of
boarders

Mean board
payment
($/week)

16-17 JSA
16-17 Homeless
18-20
21-24

11
17
20
15

49
62
66

Total

63

57

45

The pattern of the components covered by board, in addition to accommodation
costs, is similar to that found for those paying board to parents; the vast majority
(around 85 per cent) of board payments covering all meals, most (around 70 per
cent) covering all electricity/gas costs, and telephone costs covered in around 60 per
cent of those cases with a phone. In general, however, the board payments made by
those living away from home cover slightly less than those payments made to
parents. Also notable here are 29 per cent of cases where the phone component was
recorded as 'not applicable', indicating the absence of a telephone.
The
corresponding figure for boarders with parents was just 7 per cent.
When the three components of board, which may supplement accommodation costs,
are combined, the differences in the composition of board between those living with
parents (Table 8.2) and those living away from parents (Table 8.4) appear slight.
Comparison of the results for different recipient types in Table 8.4 should be
undertaken with caution due to the small numbers of cases and the relatively large
number of 'not stated' cases. If anything, Table 8.4 suggests a decreasing likelihood
with increasing age that board will cover all meals, all telephone and all
electricity/gas.
In response to a question on whether the board charged was a reasonable amount, 85
per cent of these boarders agreed that it was. Around five per cent thought the board
should be lower, while a similar proportion thought the amount charged should be
higher.
Away from Home: Renters

While around half of all recipients living away from home were paying rent, there
were relatively few 16-17 year olds in the sample paying rent (17 cases).
Accordingly, the description here of rent characteristics combines the two relevant
16-17 year old recipient types.
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Table 8.4: Board Components by Recipient Type: Respondents Living Away from Parents
and Paying Board

'Away From Home' recipient type
(Column Percentages)
Board Components

16-17 JSA

16-17 YHA

18-20

21-24

Total

All meals, phone, elec/gas
All meals, some phone and elee/gas
All meals only
Some meals, some or all phone and elee/gas
No meals, some or all phone and elee/gas
None

46
18
0
9
0
0

24
6
12
6
0
0

45
20
10
0
10
5

27
13
17
0
7
13

35
14
8
3
5
5

Not stated

27

53

10

33

30

%

100
(11)

100
(17)

100
(20)

100
(15)

100
(63)

Total

(N =)

Table 8.5 shows renters to be overwhelmingly in the private rental sector, accounting
across all age groups for 85 to 90 per cent of renters. Public housing accounted for a
further six per cent. The average rent paid across all renters was $71 per week, with
the average increasing with the age of the recipient (Figure 8.3). The average rents
shown in Figure 8.3 are higher than the average of around $50 for all beneficiaries
under 25 receiving Rent Assistance reported by Wilson (1989: 57). This difference,
however, is likely to be attributable not only to rent inflation since 1989, but also to
the fact that the present study was confined to the young unemployed living in
Sydney.

Previously with a full-time job, a 21 year-old man had been
sharing a rented flat with another person, also working fulltime, each of them paying $130 a week in rent. He had lost his
job four months ago and was still paying the same rent. With
JSA of $113 per week and no other income, he was obviously
finding it difficult and was surviving by using up his savings
and through a personal loan. At that time, he would have to
wait until he had been receiving JSA for 6 months before he
would be entitled to receive Rent Assistance of $31 per week.
Overall, around 20 per cent of renters were living in properties which were let as
furnished. This proportion increased with age of the recipient: 12 per cent for 16-17
year aIds, 22 per cent for 18-20 year aIds, and 24 per cent for those aged 21-24. In
around 75 per cent of cases, the payment of rent was being shared with others and, in
most (two-thirds) of such cases, the respondent's rent was calculated as an equal
share of the total. The remainder of cases were roughly evenly divided between
payments of increased and reduced shares.
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Table 8.5: Who Rent is Paid To: Renters by Recipient Type

'Away From Home' recipient type
(Column Percentages)
18-20

21-24

Total

88
6
6

85
3
6

84
8
3

85
6
5

0

6

5

5

Rent paid to

16-17

Private landlord/agent
Public housing authority
Other
Not stated
Total %

100
(17)

(N=)

100
(33)

100
(37)

Figure 8.3: Average Weekly Rent of Renters by Recipient Type
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A 19 year old shared a rented house with two other people,
both of whom had full-time jobs. The rent for the house was
$240 per week, though it had been agreed that he should pay
only $70 because he couldn't afford any more. He received
$113 each week from Newstart Allowance plus $22 in Rent
Assistance.
Around 60 per cent of renters had paid money towards a bond for the property. The
requirement to pay bond can cause difficulty for people on fixed low incomes and
those who had paid bond were asked how they had got the required money together
to pay the bond. The responses are shown in Figure 8.4. In about half the cases, the
respondent was able to pay the bond using their own resources, mainly savings but
also wages if they had been working at the time the bond was paid. In the other half
of cases, assistance was required. Important providers of such assistance were
family, friends and housing authorities.
Away from Home: No Housing Payment

Only 11 of the respondents living away from home were making no payment for
housing. These cases are largely accounted for by 16-17 year olds living in refuges
or with no fixed address.

A 17 year old man was receiving JSA at the Independent rate.
He had left home two years previously when his mother had
died and he didn't feel he could go back and live with his
father. When he had left home he had a full-time job, though
he had been made redundant about six months ago. He now
had an informal arrangement with his ex-employer whereby he
lived rent-free in a shed near the factory gate in return for
acting as a night-watchman.

8.2 Telephone, Electricity and Gas Bills
Survey respondents were asked whether they paid. or contributed to, household bills
for telephone, electricity or gas, other than through the payment of board. As was
seen in Section 8.1, most board payments covered electricity/gas costs and a
significant proportion covered telephone costs. Those making separate payments for
telephone, electricity or gas were then asked how much they themselves contributed
to the most recent bill and the period covered by that bill. The responses to these
questions were used to calculate estimated expenditure on these items in weekly
terms. The proportions of recipients contributing to these bills and the amounts
contributed are presented in Table 8.6.
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Figure 8.4: Source of Funds for Rental Bonds
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Table 8.6: Contributions to Telephone, Electricity and Gas Bills by Recipient Type
No. of
cases

Proportion CO?Wbuting
to bills a

(%)

Recipient type

telephone electricity

gas

Mean payment am?€f
those contributing
($/week)
telephone electricity

gas

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

61
20
32

21
30
19

11
45
42

10
10
17

4.40
6.80
6.50

3.10
4.20
5.70

2.20

18-20 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

79
57

44
40

33
66

12
19

4.40
4.70

3.60
3.60

5.90
2.40

21-24 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

84
56

33
45

28
77

5
16

6.80
10.70

4.30
6.00

3.60
2.40

389

35

42

12

6.30

4.60

2.90

Total
Notes:

a)

1.10

Including those awaiting first bill (1-2%) and as a proportion of total excluding 'not stated'
cases (1%).
b) Average among those who had contributed to a bill excluding cases where amount not
stated. These amounted to 8% of cases for telephone payments, 11 % for electricity
payments, and 32% for gas payments.
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Telephone Bills
Some 35 per cent of recipients made separate payments (that is, not as part of board)
toward telephone bills (Table 8.6). The questionnaire was designed to allow
identification of those cases where non-payment stemmed from the absence of a
telephone. However, unfortunately, this distinction was not always made by
interviewers and it is not possible to identify whether non-payment is attributable to
the absence of a telephone. In general, there appears to be a higher propensity for
the 18-20 and 21-24 year olds than for the 16-17 year olds to be contributing
separately to telephone bills. For most recipient types, the average payments are of
the order of $5 per week. The figure for 21-24 year olds living away from parents,
however, rises to around $10 per week.
Electricity Bills
Separate payments for electricity bills were made by just over 40 per cent of
recipients (Table 8.6), a similar figure to that for telephone bills. Here, however, the
picture of whether or not contributions to bills are made is likely to be strongly
related to the extent of boarding, given the inclusion of electricity costs in most
board payments, and not complicated by the question of whether or not the service is
provided. For each age group of recipient, those living away from home are about
twice as likely to be making separate electricity payments than are those living at
home. Among those making payments, the average payment overall was $4.60 per
week, with lower average amounts generally paid by those living at home than by
those living away from home.

Gas Bills
Only 12 per cent of recipients were making separate payments for gas bills (Table
8.6). This would largely reflect the fact that only some dwellings are serviced with
gas, on top of the likelihood of any gas charges being included in the payments made
by boarders. The low proportion of recipients paying gas bills, combined with the
amount of last payment not being given in a third of these cases, means that the
averages in Table 8.6 are calculated on the basis of very few cases and should be
treated with caution. Overall, those contributing directly to gas bills paid an average
$2.90 per week.

8.3 Food and Meals
Expenditure on food and meals is the type of item where it is preferable to use an
expenditure diary approach to obtain information, rather than a single question as
was done here. This is because such expenditure frequently involves many small
and irregular purchases, and also purchases where food is just one component. Thus,
it would be expected that respondents would have some difficulty with a question on
how much they usually spend each week on food. Nevertheless, it was felt that an
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attempt had to be made to obtain information on food expenditure since it is often
included in the 'housing' cost of boarders. If the costs of boarders and others are to
be examined on a comparable basis, then it is necessary to ask for amounts of
expenditure on food. Even if the responses are only rough estimates, this seems
preferable to counting the cost of meals for only part of the sample.
In fact, 94 per cent of respondents were able to give some estimate of their weekly

food expenditure. The average food expenditures for the different types of
respondent are given in Table 8.7. Across all recipient types, average expenditure on
food was $31 per week, with those living at home tending to spend (directly) around
$10 less each week on food than their counterparts living away from home. The
exception to this pattern was 16-17 year olds paid at the Homeless rate who reported
relatively low expenditure on food.

8.4 Transport
Car Ownership

Overall, 19 per cent of recipients had their own car or motorbike. The proportion
was lower for 16-17 year olds and also for 18-20 and 21-24 year olds living away
from home. As with the bond demands facing private renters, the large infrequent
costs associated with running a car or motorbike can present difficulties to those on
low fixed incomes. Where applicable, respondents were asked how they got the
money together to pay motor vehicle registration and insurance. The responses are
shown in Figure 8.5. In about half the cases, payments were made using either
savings or wages received at the time. Payments were made with assistance from
family and friends in a further 20 per cent of cases while, for the remaining 30 per
cent of cases, payments had not been made. In a few cases, this was because no
payment had yet fallen due, but in most the vehicle remained unregistered.
For a quarter of all recipients with a car or motorbike, then, the vehicle was not
registered. When these cases are removed from the picture, rates of effective motor
vehicle ownership among the young unemployed appear quite modest (Figure 8.6).
The overall rate of ownership falls to just 14 per cent.

An 18 year old living at home owned a car, but it needed
repairs which he couldn't afford to get done and the car was
not registered. He could sometimes get lifts with his parents,
though he still spent about $20 each week on public transport.
While aware of concession fares, he didn't have a Transport
Concession Certificate as he hadn't got around to getting one
yet.
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Table 8.7: Mean Weekly Expenditure on Food (Other Than Through Board) by Recipient
Type

Recipient type

Mean expenditure on food
($/week)

16-17 year aIds:
JSAAthome
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

25

18-20 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

25
35

21-24 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

31
46

Total

31

24

37

Figure 8.5: Source of Funds for Motor Vehicle Registration and Insurance
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Figure 8.6: Respondents Owning a Registered or Insured Motor Vehicle
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Transport Costs
Almost all respondents were able to give figures for how much they would usually
spend each week on petrol, public transport and taxis. In only two per cent of cases
were responses not given. The pattern of expenditure on these transport components
is given in Table 8.8. Around a third of recipients spent some amount on petrol.
This is over twice the number with registered vehicles, which indicates that
expenditure on petrol in many cases is in the form of 'petrol money'. A lower
proportion of those living away from home, than those at home, make any petrol
expenditure and the proportion is lower for 16-17 year olds than for the older age
groups. The average amounts spent on petrol exhibit a similar pattern.
Around three-quarters of all recipients reported expenditure on public transport, with
a notably high figure of 90 per cent for the 16-17 year olds living at home. Among
those with any public transport expenditure, the average amounts paid show very
little variation across recipient types from the overall average of $13 per week.
Use of taxis was not as infrequent as might have been expected with 21 per cent of
all recipients reporting some expenditure on taxis. There is no marked variation in
this proportion across recipient types, nor in the average amount paid per week.
Adding together expenditure on petrol, public transport and taxis gives an average
total expenditure on transport for all recipients of $18 per week. The average
amounts paid are slightly higher for recipients living at home than for their
counterparts living away from home, and lower for 16-17 year olds than for the older
age groups.

80

MAJOR COSTS

Table 8.8: Expenditure on Transport by Recipient Type

Proportion with
some expenditure on
(%)

Recipient type

petrol

public
taxis
transport

Mean expenditure
among those with
some expenditure
on component
($/week)

petrol

Mean total
transport
expenditure among
all recipiems(a)
($/week)

public
taxis
transport

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

26
15
19

90
75
84

18
25
25

5
10

13
12
12

13
13
8

13
15

18-20 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

43
30

68
77

22
21

24
18

13
13

10
12

21
18

21-24 year aIds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

40
20

65
79

20
23

22
16

12
13

14
13

20
17

Total

31

76

21

18

13

12

18

Note:

a)

11

]7

Sum of expenditure on petrol, public transport and taxis.

Availability of Lifts
To add to the picture of mobility, respondents were asked whether there was anyone
who could give them a lift when they wanted to go somewhere and, if so, how often
they could get lifts. Five per cent of respondents considered these questions
irrelevant to them because they had their own transport. Since this is lower than the
proportion of those with registered motor vehicles, it indicates that the availability of
lifts can still be important even where someone has their own transport.
Probably the most telling information from these questions is the proportion of
recipients for whom there is no-one who will give them a lift when they want to go
somewhere (Figure 8.7). In this category are around a quarter of recipients overall,
ranging from just 12 per cent of 16-17 year aIds at home to almost 50 per cent of 2124 year olds living away from home. Overall, the pattern of availability of lifts
appeared closely related to whether they were living with or away from parents, with
lesser availability for those living away from home. The data also suggest that the
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Figure 8.7: Respondents Never Able to Get Lifts from Others
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degree of availability of lifts decreases with age. For those who could get lifts, this
was 'always or most of the time' in about a third of cases and' sometimes or seldom'
for the remainder.

Use of Transport Concessions
Concession fares on public transport are available to holders of a Transport
Concession Certificate which is available from offices of the NSW Department of
Health and Community Services to people with a DSS Health Care Card. Recipients
of unemployment benefits are eligible for a Health Care Card subject to an income
test, and few recipients of unemployment benefits do not also receive a Health Care
Card. When asked whether they had a Health Care Card, 95 per cent of survey
respondents reported that they did. However, only 32 per cent of respondents had a
Transport Concession Certificate, with a low rate of holding the Certificate evident
for all recipient groups, and particularly those living at home (Figure 8.8). Over 90
per cent of those with a Transport Concession Certificate did report using it to obtain
concession fares on public transport.
What is striking about these figures is that only a third of recipients had a Transport
Concession Certificate. This is despite almost all being entitled to one through their
holding a Health Care Card, and particularly despite three quarters of all respondents
having reported expenditure on public transport (Table 8.8). When these questions
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Figure 8.8: Holding of Transport Concession Certificate
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on concessions were asked during the survey, it was apparent to interviewers that
many respondents were simply not aware of the possibility of receiving transport
concessions. Furthermore, among those who were aware of the availability of
concessions, many apparently considered the potential benefits not worth the time
and effort required to obtain a Certificate. In summary, it appeared that many
recipients were either paying more for public transport than they needed to or,
perhaps, not using it when they could have. On the other hand, there was also some
anecdotal evidence of fare evasion.

Living at home with JSA reduced by the parental income test to
the minimum level of $29 per week, a 16 year old reported
spending $12 a week on public transport. He didn't know that
he could get concession fares.

8.5 Other Expenditures
Medical/Dental
The questionnaire did not seek details of actual medical/dental expenditures but,
rather, sought information on any assistance with these costs. Firstly, respondents
were asked whether they were covered by any private health insurance, either in
their own name or under someone else's cover. Only seven per cent of recipients
had any private health insurance cover, with those cases equally split between cover
in their own name and cover under someone else's name.
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Respondents were then asked whether there was anyone who helped them out with
medicaVdental bills or the cost of medicine or prescriptions. Overall, only 16 per
cent of recipients reported the availability of any such assistance. The prevalence of
assistance was notably higher for 16-17 year olds (other than for those paid at the
Homeless rate), at around 25 per cent, than for the older age groups and was higher
for those living at home than for those living away from home (Figure 8.9). A
neglible proportion of 18-20 and 21-24 year olds living away from home reported
receiving any assistance.
A Health Care Card entitles the holder to certain concessions on medical costs,
specifically with regard to the cost of medicines and pharmaceuticals and the cost of
spectacles. As noted above, almost all recipients had a Health Care Card. They
were asked whether they used the Card to obtain concessions on the cost of
medicines/pharmaceuticals or spectacles. Only seven per cent of HCC holders had
used the spectacles concession (awareness of availability seemed low), while almost
80 per cent had used the concession on the cost of medicines and pharmaceuticals.
A 19 year old woman lived away from home, sharing a house
with three other people who all had jobs. She wasn't aware
that she had a Health Care Card, or that she would be entitled
to any concessions. She thought concessions were only for old
people and didn't recall being told anything about them when
she went on JSA three months previously. As her friends all
had jobs, they couldn't tell her what she was entitled to. As it
was, she had a car and never used public transport, though
there was medical treatment she was delaying because she
couldn't afford it. She had private health insurance but hadn't
been able to afford the latest payment.
Training

Just 19 per cent of recipients were currently undertaking any form of training, with a
third of these being cases of full-time training. TAFE courses accounted for a third
of reported training positions with other vocational courses, such as Skillshare,
accounting for a further quarter of training positions. Among the 18-20 and 21-24
year olds, recipients living at home were markedly more likely to be undertaking
training than were those living away from home.
A 17 year old woman had been unemployed for two months,
after having previously held a full-time job. Her highest level
of education was Year 10 and she was now doing a part-time
legal secretary course at a business college. Fees for the six
month course amounted to $1500 and it cost her $10 per week
for transport to undertake the course. Having unsuccessfully
appliedfor AUSTUDY, she received no assistance with the cost
ofthis training.
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Figure 8.9: Respondents Receiving Assistance with Meeting Medical/Dental Costs

30

25
20

Per
cent

15

10

5

o
16-17
16-17
At home Away from
home

16-17
YHA

18-20
18-20
At home Away from
home

21-24
21-24
At home Away from
home

Recipient Type

Respondents who were currently undertaking training were asked how much it cost
them to do so in tenns of course fees, transport costs and other costs. On average,
the cost of undertaking training was $20 per week with transport costs accounting
for just over half of this (Figure 8.10). The' other' cost component shown in Figure
8.10 covered items such as meals and materials. About three quarters of all
respondents undertaking training did, however, receive some assistance toward the
incurred costs.

A 20 year old woman had been receiving JSA for 6 months and
lived at home with her parents, both working, and two younger
children who were both still at school. She had completed her
HSC and then worked for some time as a shop assistant. Upon
becoming unemployed, she had initially relied on financial
support from her parents though then decided she couldn't
keep asking for money and applied for JSA. She was now
doing a part-time course at TAPE which lasted 9 months and
cost her $120 in course fees and $16 per week for transport,
plus a small amount for materials. Her parents had paid the
course fees and helped with the cost of materials.
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Figure 8.10: Mean Costs Incurred in Training ($/week)
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Appliance Rental

Survey respondents were asked whether they pay anything for rental of a television
or any other items in the household and, if so, how much they pay. Only six per cent
of respondents made such expenditures, though the figures were higher for those
living away from home apart from those paid at the Homeless rate: 19 per cent for
16-17 year olds, 11 per cent for 18-20 year olds and 9 per cent for 21-24 year olds.
The declining proportion with age would reflect the greater opportunity with age to
acquire household appliances. Among those few respondents renting household
appliances, the median rental paid was $23 per month.
On the subject of household appliances, and on the basis of the pilot interviews, the
survey included a question on whether there was a fridge in the place where the
respondent was living. In only seven cases, spread across recipient types, was there
no fridge.
Laundry

Overall, 84 per cent of respondents had a washing machine that they could use where
they lived, though the proportions were notably lower for those recipients living
away from home, around 65 per cent for 18-20 and 21-24 year aIds living away from
home. The proportions of recipients with specific laundry expenditures then tended,
as would be expected, to be the inverse of the above pattern. Very few of those
living at home made explicit laundry expenditures while around 50 per cent of the
18-20 and 21-24 year aIds living away from home did. In all, 24 per cent of
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respondents reported explicit laundry expenditures with an average cost for these
people of $5.80 per week.
The Journey to the CES

Respondents were asked a number of questions about getting to their local CES
office, and examination of their responses was undertaken according to Labour
Force Region. The average distance between recipients' residences and their local
CES office was 4.0 kilometres, ranging from just 2.7 kilometres in Inner Sydney to
8.4 kilometres in Hornsby-Ku-ring-gai. On average, the cost of a return trip to the
CES was $1.50, ranging from $0.70 in Irmer Sydney to $4.80 in Manly-Warringah.
Recipients in Inner Western Sydney reported a surprisingly high average of $3.30.
The average time taken to travel to and from the local CES was around 30 minutes,
with longer times for Blacktown-Baulkham Hills and the northern regions.
Regular Loan Repayments

Just 14 per cent of respondents had any regular loan repayment commitments. For
all recipient types, this figure was at least 10 per cent except for 16-17 year olds at
home, of whom only three per cent had such repayment commitments. A quarter of
these repayment commitments were for car loans. The next most frequently
mentioned types of loan were commercial personal loans, store cards/accounts and
loans from family or friends. The median monthly repayment required under these
loans was $100. The number of cases is too small to allow further disaggregation of
this figure.

9 Transfers Between Young
Unemployed and Their Parents
Various fonns of transfers between the young unemployed and their parents have
been covered in previous sections. These have included: financial assistance from
parents, the payment of board, the provision of free board, and contributions to
household bills. Here, three other fonns of transfer are covered: non-cash assistance
from parents, non-cash assistance to parents, and cash assistance to parents.

In this section of the report, results are only presented for a subset of the sample.
Results are not included for those respondents living away from home who did not
have at least one parent living in Sydney, since practicalities meant that the provision
of services between these young unemployed and their parents would be negligible.
The effect of this is to exclude about 40 per cent of the sample in each 'away from
home' recipient type (see Section 6.4).

9.1 From Parents to Recipients
Infonnation was sought on the extent of non-cash assistance provided by parents to
recipients with respect to the provision of five specified services. Because of the
different living arrangements, the five selected services in the question varied
according to whether or not the respondent was living at home. The lists of services
and the overall responses to the questions are given in Table 9.1. For those
recipients living at home, the question was phrased in terms of assistance from
parents or anyone else in the household, while the reference was solely to parents for
those living away from home.
Table 9.1 reveals, as might be expected, a vast difference between recipients living
at home and away from home in tenns of non-cash transfers from parents. Most of
those living at home received assistance, always or sometimes, with each of the
specified services other than with the use of car/motorbike or with room cleaning.
On the other hand, the proportions of those living away from home who were
receiving any assistance with a particular service ranged between just 8 and 16 per
cent, with the exception of provision of meals by parents which were enjoyed
sometimes by 42 per cent of those living away from home.
A 16 year old lived at home with his mother, who had a fulltime job, and his young sister. His JSA was reduced by the
parental income test to $90 per fortnight, out of which he paid
$50 for board. His mother occasionally gave him extra money
to help with public transport fares. Living at home, he always
had his clothes washing, room-cleaning and ironing done for
him, and sometimes got lifts. He helped around the house by
often doing the dishes, the gardening and by babysitting his
younger sister while his mother worked night shift.
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Table 9.1: Assistance Provided by Parents with Selected Services: Respondents With at
Least One Parent Living in Sydney

Frequency of provision
(Row per cent)
Always

Sometimes

Never

Not stated

Total

10
17
54
46
15

21
41
18
17
12

63
39
36
71

7
3
1
2
3

100
100
100
100
100

1
2
0
2
2

7
8
42

83
70
51
79
75

9
10
7
8
9

100
100
100
100
100

a) Living at home
(N

= 224)

Useofc~/motorb~e

Providing lifts
Washing clothes
Ironing
Room cleaning

27

b) Living away from home
(N

= 99)

Use of c~/motorb~e
Providing lifts
Meals at parents place
Washing clothes
Use of household items

11

14

Table 9.1 is in terms of the different services, rather than recipients, and therefore
does not show the distribution of parental services among recipients.
The
distribution of parental services is shown in Figure 9.1 in terms of the proportions of
recipients receiving (always or sometimes) different numbers of the selected
services. The contrast between the situations of those living at home and away from
home is very clear. At the extreme, none of the specified services were received by
just 9 per cent of those living at home but by 48 per cent of those living away from
home.
To look at any variation in receipt of these services according to age, the measure of
receipt is summarised with a figure for the mean number of selected services
received 'always' or 'sometimes'. Figure 9.2 shows these mean values for each
recipient type with those living away from home restricted to recipients with at least
one parent living in Sydney. Figure 9.2 shows no marked variation across age
groups once the living arrangements of the recipient have been taken into account. If
anything, there is a slight decline in the provision/use of parental services with
increasing age.
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Figure 9.1: Number of Selected Parental Services Provided
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A 20 year old woman had left home six months ago and now
shared a rented place with two others. She sometimes had
meals at her parents' place and sometimes helped her parents
with caring for younger children and a number of other
household tasks. She often helped her parents with shopping.

9.2 From Recipients to Parents
The other side of non-cash transfers between parents and recipients is the assistance
provided by recipients to parents. Respondents were provided with a list of possible
forms of assistance and asked how frequently they did any of these things for their
parents. As was the case with assistance provided by parents, those respondents
with no parent living in Sydney have been excluded here. The types of assistance
about which respondents were questioned differed slightly for those living at home
and away from home as is indicated by Table 9.2 which gives the overall responses
to these questions. Note that the scope of the forms of assistance is not strictly noncash as it also includes helping to pay for things.
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Figure 9.2: Assistance with Selected Services Provided by Parents
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For those living at home, Table 9.2 shows most respondents provided assistance
'often' or 'sometimes' with most of the selected items. Interpretation of the
responses with regard to helping with younger children and older relatives should
take into account the high proportion of cases where such assistance was not
applicable, that is, where there were no younger children or older relatives in the
household. The picture is completely different for those living away from home
where few ever provided any of the specified forms of assistance.
As with services provided by parents, a summary measure is used here to examine
the pattern of transfers across different groups. The measure, for each respondent, is
calculated as the average frequency of provision across those forms of assistance for
which a valid response was given. A response of 'often' scored' I', 'sometimes'
scored '0.5' and 'never' scored '0'. The value of the summary measure can thus
range between a high of one, where all forms of assistance are always provided, to a
low of zero, where all forms of assistance are never provided. The summary
measure is restricted here to non-cash transfers and does not include the transfers
labelled 'help pay for things' or 'other'.
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Table 9.2: Non-cash Transfers from Respondents to Parents: Frequency of Undertaking
Selected Tasks - Respondents with at Least One Parent Living in Sydney

Frequency
(row percentage)
Service

Often Sometimes Never

a) Living at home (N = 224)
Do dishes
Prepare meals
Help clean house
Gardening/maintenance
Help with younger children
Help with older relatives
Do household laundry
Mend household goods
Help with family shopping
Help pay for things
Other
b) Living away from home (N
Gardening/maintenance
Help with younger children
Help with older relatives
Do household laundry
Mend household goods
Help with shopping
Help pay for things
Other

28
23
17
38
37
40
43
3

17
33
14
37
16
26
42
42
23
30
10

12
13
7
5
8
8
8
6

74
56
69
80
75
66
77
40

40
19
38
25
16
8
16
15
34
21
5

39
45

1
4
2
1
2
5
2
2

44

Not applic. Not stated

1
1
1
7

Total

48
4
5
2
3
46

2
3
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
37

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

12
25
19
12
13
10
11
42

1
2
3
2
2
1
2
9

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

44

= 99)

Values of the summary measure by recipient type are given in Figure 9.3 which, like
Figure 9.2, is restricted to respondents with at least one parent living in Sydney. The
pattern revealed is similar to that shown in Figure 9.2 for non-cash transfers in the
other direction: once living arrangements have been taken into account, the age of
the recipient makes very little difference to the extent of this form of transfer. The
pattern was, however, also examined with regard to the sex of respondents,
following evidence from other research that females are more likely than males to
contribute to the parental household in this manner. This view is confirmed by the
data here which, among those living at home, gave values of the summary measure
of 0.53 for females and 0.45 for males.
The extent of helping to pay for things in the parental household was examined
separately. As Table 9.2 showed, almost two-thirds of all respondents living at
home sometimes (or often) helped to pay for things in the parental household, while
this was the case for few of those living away from home. Among those respondents
living at home, the proportion who helped pay for things increased with age: 51 per
cent of 16-17 year olds, 64 per cent of 18-20 year olds, and 74 per cent of 21-24 year
olds.
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Figure 9.3: Non-financial Assistance Provided by Respondents to Parents
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A 22 year old man had been receiving unemployment benefit
for 18 months and lived at home with his parents and younger
sister. His father worked full-time and his sister was a fulltime student. He paid board of $50 per week which covered all
meals and household bills. He always got help from his
parents in the form of using their car, being driven to places,
clothes washing, ironing and room cleaning. He never did any
of the jobs around the house which were asked about in the
questionnaire.

10

Approach to Describing the
Pattern of Adequacy

10.1

The Broad Approach

The broad approach to investigating the pattern of adequacy in this study was set out
in Section 3. In the absence of an appropriate equivalence scale, the approach is to
examine from a number of perspectives the incidence of what may be termed 'stress'
arising from a shortfall of resources compared to needs. This approach, therefore,
will not necessarily provide the basis for a single simple answer on the question of
the pattern of adequacy as could be obtained, for example, through a simple
comparison of incomes with some equivalence scale. As was argued in Section 3,
however, to focus on just one potential manifestation of a shortfall of resources
would be inappropriate and possibly misleading. The approach taken here,
involving a number of perspectives, reflects the view that adequacy is a complex
issue. This part of the report, then, builds a picture of the pattern of adequacy in
terms of a range of indicators. The grouping of these indicators into four
perspectives and the selection of key characteristics for disaggregation of the
presentation are described in the remainder of this section.

10.2

Four Perspectives on Adequacy

Discussion leading to identification of the four perspectives on the pattern of
adequacy used in this study was set out in Section 3. These four perspectives are
labelled:
•

Expenditure to Income Ratios;

•

Financial Constraints;

•

Changes in Net Savings; and

•

Perceived Minimum Incomes.

The perspective of Expenditure to Income Ratios compares expenditures on selected
items with total incomes. The examination of Financial Constraints covers evidence
of such constraints operating over a range of aspects of living conditions. The
Change in Net Savings perspective looks at changes in savings and debt levels over
the period of unemployment. Finally, the perspective of Perceived Minimum
Incomes considers survey respondents' own views on the incomes they need. The
indicators of adequacy from each of these four perspectives are set out in the
following four sections (Sections 11 to 14). In Section 15, material on financial
vulnerability is presented. The degree of financial vulnerability is not, in itself, an
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indicator of adequacy. It can however, be seen as an indicator of the seriousness of
the situation where incomes provide a low level of adequacy.
It is worth repeating here that the aim of this study has been to provide information
which will contribute to an assessment of the pattern of adequacy provided by
income support for the young unemployed. The task here is not, therefore, to
develop firm conclusions about the pattern of adequacy. To progress from the range
of indicators of adequacy presented here to conclusions about relative adequacy
would entail considerable work: for example, critically assessing the properties of
individual indicators, investigation of the degrees of correlation between different
indicators, and consideration of the appropriate weighting pattern where a
combination of indicators is used. While the possibility exists to pursue these
matters in subsequent analysis of the survey data, it is not the subject of this report.
The material here, nevertheless, is not restricted to a simple presentation of data.
Some critical assessment of particular indicators is provided and several compound
indicators are created and presented. It should be recognised, however, that the
compound indicators presented here have not been developed on the basis of
rigorous statistical analysis and represent only one of a number of courses that could
be taken. Their main purpose here is to illustrate the considerations which would
need to be addressed in moving from information on indicators of adequacy toward
conclusions about relative adequacy. A discussion about directions for further
analysis of the survey data is included in the final sections of the report, as are
tentative conclusions about the pattern of adequacy, notwithstanding the above
caveats.

10.3

Key Characteristics

At the first level, the pattern of adequacy is examined here with regard to an
expansion of the classification of recipient type used throughout earlier sections of
this report: that is, identification of seven groups of recipients according to age and
whether or not they were living in the parental home, with additional distinction of
those paid at the Homeless rate of JSA. Here, in the light of the examination of
social security incomes in Section 7, further disaggregation of two of these groups is
undertaken producing nine groups in all. Firstly, distinction is made among 16-17
year olds living at home according to whether or not their social security incomes
have been reduced by application of the parental income test (PIT). Secondly,
distinction is made among 18-20 year olds living at home according to whether they
are receiving the new reduced rate of payment introduced in September 1990 or
whether they are 'saved cases', that is, those who were in receipt of payment at the
time when the new rate was introduced and have continued to be paid at the old
higher rate. Sample numbers according to this revised classification of recipient
type are shown in Table 10.1.
If this examination of the pattern of adequacy is to go beyond a description of the
pattern according to the current delineators of the structure of payments and examine
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Table 10.1: Respondents by Recipient Type

No. of cases

Recipient Type
16-17 yearo1ds:
At home (no PIT reduction)
At home (PIT reduction)
Away from home
Homeless rate

43
18
20
32

18-20 year olds:
At home (new rate)
At home (saved cases)
Away from home

48
31

21-24 year olds:
At home
Away from home

84
56

57

other possible bases for the structure, then it is necessary to also examine variations
in the degree of adequacy according to other variables which are considered to have
a possibly important bearing on adequacy. Three such variables were considered
here: housing arrangements, whether or not financial support was received from
parents, and duration of unemployment.
Selection of housing arrangements as a possible key variable follows from the
discussion of housing costs in Section 8 with significant variation found in average
housing costs according to whether someone is living in the parental home or not,
and whether they are paying board or rent. Financial support from parents is clearly
of considerable potential importance. The relatively low proportion of respondents
reporting such support, however, means that this variable can only be examined here
in terms of whether or not support is received. Further distinction of the amount of
support, where provided, can not be made. The consideration of variations in
adequacy according to duration of unemployment stems from the arguments about
the potential impact of duration on adequacy described by Cass (1988). The
duration of unemployment variable used here was, in fact, duration of benefit receipt
with distinction made between those in receipt of benefit for less than twelve months
and those in receipt for twelve months or more.
Four key variables are thus identified as possible bases for disagreggation of the
presentation of indicators of adequacy:
•

recipient type (incorporating distinction between rates of payment, age and
whether or not living in the parental home);
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•

housing arrangements (in terms of whether or not living in the parental home
and the type of housing payment, if any);

•

whether or not fmancial support received from parents; and

•

duration of benefit receipt.

When the desirability of accounting for the interactions between these four variables
is considered, for example by standardising duration of benefit receipt according to
housing arrangements, it soon became clear that this part of the report could become
an unwieldy collection of tables. Given a concern in this report to present
reasonably straightforward information, the indicators of adequacy are presented
here with selected reference to the four characteristics described above.
The primary delineation running through this part of the report is according to
recipient type, with nine categories as described above. Some results are then also
presented according to a classification of age and housing arrangements. The
categories used in this classification and their sample sizes are shown in Table 10.2.
Note that where this classification is used, the 'other' and 'not stated' categories are
omitted because of their small cell sizes. While the indicators of adequacy have
been examined with regard to fmancial support from parents and duration of benefit
receipt, including combinations of these variables with others, data in these terms are
not presented here since it is believed that further analysis is needed to clearly isolate
the effects of these variables from the effects of other key variables. Where relevant,
however, points from the examination with regard to these two variables are
mentioned.

Table 10.2: Respondents by Housing Arrangements

No. of Cases
16-17 year oIds

18-20 year oIds

21-24 year olds

At home:
Not paying board
Paying board

34

16
62

9
75

Away from home:
Paying board
Paying rent
Other

28
17
7

20
33
1

15
37
2

113

132

138

Total
Not stated

27

6

11

Adequacy: The Perspective of
Expenditure to Income Ratios

11.1

Comparing Incomes and Expenditures

While it was argued in Section 3 that absolute levels of expenditure are a poor
indicator of needs, expenditure to income ratios are frequently used as a basis for
assessing relative standards of living. By expenditure to income ratio is meant the
share of total expenditure or income devoted to some component, with the selected
component usually being one deemed to be a necessity. The basis for this approach
to assessing adequacy can be traced to 'Engel's Law' which states that the
proportion of income spent on a necessity, food, diminishes as income increases.
The intuitive sense of this can be seen by considering what would happen as a
person's income fell. Expenditure on non-necessities would be expected to decline
first and by the largest amount, resulting in a rise in the share of income devoted to
necessities.
ill expenditure to income ratio analyses, comparison of expenditure on a particular

component with total expenditure is usually preferred to comparison with total
income because of the generally greater volatility of total income than total
expenditure. ill this survey, it was not possible -to collect reasonably accurate data on
total expenditure since an expenditure diary was not included. Accordingly, the
comparison here is perforce between expenditure components and total incomes.
This also allows an additional, and more straightforward, interpretation of the
analysis in terms of how much income is left over after paying for selected items.

11.2

Income and Expenditure Aggregates

Table 11.1 provides averages by recipient type of total income and three different
expenditure aggregates. Total income is defined as the sum of half the DSS income
received at last pay (a fortnightly term) and the 10 components of private income (in
weekly terms) which were identified in Section 7.2. As would be expected, given
the low total value of private incomes reported in the survey, the pattern of average
total incomes for different recipient types generally follows the relative payment
rates.
Three expenditure aggregates are identified in Table 11.1. EXPl is simply housing
costs; that is, rent or board. EXP2 adds expenditure on utilities (telephone,
electricity and gas) and food to housing costs. It thus provides a better basis for
comparison of renters and boarders since board payments frequently cover food and
utility costs in addition to accommodation costs (see Section 8.1). Finally, EXP3
adds two further components to EXP2: transport costs and laundry costs.

\0
00

Table

11.1: Income and Expenditure Aggregates(a) by Recipient Type

Mean total income
($/week)

Recipient type

Mean expenditure ($Iweek)

Mean of
expenditure/total income

EXPl

EXPI

EXP2

EXP3

EXP2

EXP3

Mean of total income
less expenditure ($/week)
EXPl

EXP2

EXP3

5
~

10

~

\)

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home (no PIT reduction)
JSA At home (PIT reduction)
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

~

64
42
112
119

24
9
50
43

48
29
76
68

65
45
91
83

0.38
0.23
0.47
0.38

0.75
0.67
0.75
0.64

1.03
1.09
0.89
0.77

40
34
65

77

16
14
37
49

-2
-2
24
35

~

~
~

18-20 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home (new rate)
JSA/NSA At home (saved cases)
JSA/NSA Away from home

83
117
138

28
42
64

55
69
99

78
88
122

0.37
0.37
0.48

0.68
0.60
0.78

0.98
0.76
0.94

55
73
72

29
47
31

4
28
10

21-24 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

147
157

50
70

86
122

105
147

0.36
0.43

0.61
0.77

0.73
0.92

96
89

61
36

44
14

118
(N=369)

46
(N=382)

0.39
(N=362)

0.69
(N=311)

Total

~
~
"tl

78
(N=325)

98
(N=295)

38
19
0.88
72
(N=285) (N=361) (N=31l) (N=285)

\)
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~

~

~
"tl

~
ti
.....

~
6
~

Notes:

Source:

a)

EXPI = expenditure on housing
EXP2 = expenditure on housing, utili tics and food
EXP3 = cxpenditure on housing, utilities, food, transport and laundry.

Survey and DSS Mas[crlile data.
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After showing mean incomes and expenditure aggregates, Table 11.1 gives, for each
recipient type, the means of the expenditure aggregates expressed as a proportion of
total income. Broadly, the higher the ratio, the worse off the recipients can be
considered to be on average. For example, a ratio of 0.5 means that half of all
income is devoted to expenditure on the specified items, while a ratio of 0.9 means
that these items take up 90 per cent of income. As was argued above, EXP1
(housing costs only) does not provide a particularly useful basis for comparison
because of the frequent inclusion in board payments of components other than
housing costs. EXP2 allows consistent treatment of boarders and others, though it
includes a more limited range of costs than does EXP3. EXP3 is the preferred
expenditure aggregate as it provides the broadest cover possible with the survey data
of cost components which can largely be viewed as necessities.

A 16 year old woman living with her parents received a
parentally income-tested JSA payment of $54 per week. She
didn't pay anything for board or for household bills and her
weekly spending on necessities was limited to $40 on food and
meals and $13 on public transport. She didn't use a Transport
Concession Certificate. He parents paid any medical and
dental bills for her, though she paid for her own private health
insurance which cost $26 each month. Her parents gave her
$20 each month which went towards transport fares and
birthday presents. The expenses described above took up the
full amount of her income from JSA and from her parents.
While noting that the shares of income that are shown in Table 11.1 to be devoted to
housing, utilities, food, transport and laundry are very high for some recipient types,
and apparently unsustainable in the case of those 16-17 year olds living at home with
payment reduced by the parental income test (unless there is recourse to borrowing
or savings or additional income from parents), the concern here is with the variation
in ratios between recipient types. Indeed, the absolute levels of the ratios should be
viewed with some caution given the way in which expenditure data was collected in
the survey. For most expenditure components, estimates rather than actual
expenditures were collected. The validity of this analysis of expenditure to income
ratios rests on there being no systematic bias across the sample in the accuracy of
such estimates.
In the final three columns of Table 11.1, the comparison of incomes and
expenditures is expressed in terms of the income remaining after paying for the
components included in the specific expenditure aggregate. The pattern of amounts
of income remaining reflects the pattern of expenditure to income ratios.

Sharing a rented house with two other people, a 17 year old
was paying $100 rent out of his fortnightly JSA payment of
$205. He spent about $75 each fortnight on food and meals,
the equivalent of about $10 each fortnight on electricity and
telephone, but nothing on transport as he managed to get lifts.
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With no income other than his JSA, he was left with only
around $10 each week after paying for rent, food, electricity,
telephone and transport.

11.3

Variation in Expenditure to Income Ratios

Under this perspective on adequacy, the focus taken here is on consideration of
variations in the EXP3 expenditure aggregate as a proportion of total income.
Whereas the data described above have been presented in terms of means, the
depiction now shifts to medians. The median figures are far less sensiti ve than are
the means to any cases with unnusually high or low expenditures or incomes. While
unusually high or low social security incomes have been adjusted in the manner
described in Section 7, this only removed one possible source of 'outliers' in the
data. Accordingly, description in tenns of medians is preferred here and median
results are shown in Figure 11.1. To illustrate the variation in the picture obtained
from an analysis of medians rather than means, both measures are shown in Table
11.2.

An 18 year old man living at home with his pensioner parents
had less than $10 left each fortnight from his $149 JSA
payment after paying for board ($45 per week), food and meals
($15 per week) and petrol ($10 per week). His board covered
He had
household bills, other than for the telephone.
contributed $10 to the last three-monthly phone bill. To meet
any other expenses, apart from the small amount of his JSA left
over, he got $10 eachfortnightfrom his parents for mowing the
lawns.
The pattern of expenditure to income ratios across recipient types has already been
described in tenns of means. Examination of the medians of ratios qualifies that
description by reducing the highest ratios and thus compressing the apparent
differences. Otherwise, the picture remains similar. Among the alternative types of
housing arrangement, private renters appear notably the worst off, with expenditure
to income ratios of at least 98 per cent. The best off, with low expenditure to income
ratios are 18-20 and 21-24 year olds living at home and not paying board. For those
living at home, a general reduction in expenditure ratios is apparent as age increases
for each of the two housing arrangements. For those living away from home, on the
other hand, there is no systematic variation with age in the ratios for boarders,
though there is some reduction in the ratios with age for renters. Thus, the worst off
group appears to be 16-17 year old private renters and the best off to be 21-24 year
aIds living at home and not paying board.
There was no apparent variation in expenditure to income ratios according to
whether or not any financial support was received by parents, after the effects of age
and living arrangements had been taken into account. Those in receipt of benefit for
less than twelve months appeared slightly worse off on this measure than did those
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Figure 11.1: Ratio of Expenditure (EXP3) to Income by Recipient Type, Age Group and
Housing Arrangement
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Table 11.2: Ratio of Expenditure (EXP3) to Income by Recipient Type

No. of cases

Mean

Median

16-17 year olds:
At home (no PIT reduction)
At home (PIT reduction)
Away from home
Homeless rate

36
IS
13
24

1.03
1.09
.89
.77

1.01
1.02
.91
.80

18-20 year olds:
At home (new rate)
At home (saved cases)
Away from home

35
22
41

.98
.76
.94

.97
.64
.93

21-24 year olds:
At home
Away from home

65
34

.73
.92

.70
.89

285

0.88

.88

Recipient Type

Total
Source:

Survey and DSS Masterfile data.

who had been in receipt of benefit for a longer period. One explanation for this
could be the unavailability of Rent Assistance at the time of the survey until benefit
had been received for six months. Another explanation that could be put forward
would be that it takes time for people to adjust their expenditure to a changed
income leveL This explanation would only apply, however, to those young
unemployed who were previously employed, rather than to those entering
unemployment directly from education. Finally, the variation could be attributable
to the different age compositions of the two groups: a possibility which was not,
however, supported by joint examination of age and duration of benefit receipt.

Living at home with her parents, one of whom was working
full-time, a 19 year old woman received a fortnightly JSA
payment of $149 and had no other income. She paid no board,
only $5 to $10 each week on food or meals, about $10 each
week on public tranpsort, and a small contribution towards the
telephone bill. This left her with around $50 each week for
other expenses.

12

Adequacy: The Perspective of
Financial Constraints

This perspective on the pattern of adequacy includes several indicators of financial
constraints operating on different aspects of people's lives. Each of these indicators
is described separately below, before development of one possible form of a
composite indicator of financial constraints.

12.1

Falling Behind with Housing Payments

Boarders and renters were asked whether, during the time that they had been
unemployed and living in their current housing arrangements, they had ever fallen
behind in their board or rent. Unfortunately, due to an oversight in the questionnaire
design, those paying board to parents were not asked this question. The responses to
this question therefore only apply to renters and boarders living away from home.
Excluding not stated responses (8 cases), just over half (55 per cent) of these
boarders and renters had never fallen behind with their housing payments. Of the
remainder, 7 per cent reported that they had often fallen behind, while 37 per cent
had fallen behind sometimes. Given the low proportion of recipients who said they
had often fallen behind with housing payments and only slight variation in this
proportion among the recipient types, subsequent description of this indicator of
fmancial constraint combines the 'often' and 'sometimes' responses.
The main point of variation between recipient types (Figure 12.1) is the higher
proportion of 21-24 year olds reporting falling behind (either often or sometimes)
than that for the younger age groups. This may be suspected as attributable to a
higher proportion of renters compared to boarders (for whom housing payments may
be more flexible) in the 21-24 year age group, (Figure 8.2). The proportion of
recipients who reported falling behind with housing payments was in fact clearly
higher for renters (49 per cent) than for boarders (39 per cent). A higher proportion
of renters may also explain the slightly higher incidence of falling behind reported
by those 16-17 year olds living away from home and not paid at the Homeless rate
compared to those paid at the Homeless rate.

12.2

Falling Behind with Telephone, Electricity and Gas

Those recipients who contributed to telephone, electricity or gas bills directly (i.e.
other than through board) were asked whether they had ever fallen behind with these
payments. As with the above case of housing payments, the question referred to the
period that the recipient had been unemployed and living in their current housing
arrangements. Unlike in the case of housing payments, however, respondents were

104

ADEQUACY: THE PERSPECTIVE OF FINANCIAL CONSTRAINTS

Figure 12.1: Falling Behind with Board or Rent Payments· Respondents Living Away from
Home
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not asked here to distinguish between falling behind sometimes and falling behind
often. Due to the generally low proportion of recipients contributing to gas bills
(Table 8.6) and some other instances of low rates of contribution, or small group
sizes, meaningful comparisons of the figures for different recipient types are only
really possible for the 18-20 and 21-24 year olds and, separately, would only be
possible with regard to telephone and electricity bills.
Overall, around 40 per cent of those making payments reported falling behind with
their electricity or phone payments, while among the few contributing to gas bills,
around 30 per cent reported falling behind. The results for different recipient types,
restricted to those 18 years and older, are shown in Figure 12.2 in terms of the
proportions of respondents making payments who had fallen behind with either
phone, electricity or gas bills. Figure 12.2 shows a notably higher incidence of
falling behind experienced by 21-24 year olds than by 18-20 year olds with the
exception of the almost two-thirds of 18-20 year olds living at home on the new rate
who reported falling behind.

12.3

Unaffordability of Medical/Dental Treatment

About a third of all recipients reported that there was some medical or dental
treatment that they felt they needed but could not afford (Figure 12.3). Such
instances were predominantly references to dental treatment. With the low
proportions of respondents reporting that they could not afford some medical
treatment or a combination of medical and dental treatment, the indicator here
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Figure 12.2: Falling Behind with Phone, Electricity or Gas Bills: Respondents Aged 18 or
Over
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Figure 12.3: Medical or Dental Treatment Needed But Not Afforded
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groups together all responses which mention any medical or dental treatment
perceived as needed but not afforded. These grouped responses are shown for each
recipient type in Figure 12.4. In general, the affordability of needed medical or
dental treatment appears to present a greater problem for those living away from
home. For those living away from home, there is a suggestion that the incidence of
difficulty increases with age. Across recipient types, the proportion of respondents
reporting 'unafforded but needed treatment' ranged between a high of 56 per cent for
21-24 year olds living away from home to a low of 6 per cent for those 16-17 year
olds living at home with payments reduced by the parental income test.

12.4

Going Without and Cutting Back

Respondents were asked whether they ever had to go without or cut back on any of
the items listed in Table 12.1 because they or their household could not afford them.
With regard to 'going without' , visits to the dentist and clothes stand out as the items
most often forgone: respectively, by 30 and 26 per cent of recipients. Haircuts and
use of telephone were also mentioned quite frequently, while less than 10 per cent of
respondents ever went without the other items. When 'cutting back' is also
considered, the same four items dominate the picture though it is clothes now which
emerge as the most frequently forgone item, and food and personal items/toiletries
are also seen to be important areas of sacrifice.

A 17 year old living away from home, shared a rented house
with two unemployed friends, and received the Homeless rate
ofJSA. He didn't have to go without anything but said that the
amount of money he had meant that he had to cut back on
clothes, haircuts, and use of the telephone and electricity.
Dissagregation of the responses by recipient type was undertaken, but it proved
difficult to see what to make of the results across nine separate items. A summary
indicator has accordingly been devised for the description here. This summary
indicator treats each of the nine items as of equal importance (a simple assumption in
the absence of any detailed analysis of weighting) and assigns a score of '1' if the
respondent reported going without or cutting back on the item and a score of '0'
otherwise. The summary indicator is the total of these scores which can thus range
between a value of zero, where there is no going without or cutting back, to a value
of nine, where there is going without or cutting back for every item. Where the
response on any item was 'not stated', the case was deleted from the analysis.
On average, recipients went without or cut back on about three of the nine specified
items. Values of the summary indicator for going without or cutting back by receipt
type are shown in Figure 12.5. Across recipient types, the value of the indicator
ranges from a low of 1.1 for 16-17 year olds living at home and affected by the
parental income test to a high of 4.7 for 21-24 year olds living away from home.
Going without or cutting back is notably more prevalent for those living away from
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Figure 12.4: Medical or Dental Treatment Not Afforded by Recipient Type
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Table 12.1: Going Without and Cutting Back: All Respondents

(Row Percentages)
Item
Use of electricity
Use of telephone
Clothes
Personal items/toiletries
Heating
Medicine
Haircuts
Food
Visits to the dentist
Note:

Go without

Cut back

Neither

Total

2
14
26
8
7
7
20
5
30

20
26
41
24
13
13
24
29
10

78
60
33
68
80
80
56
66
60

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

a) Excludes 'not stated' cases which amounted to 2 per cent of total.
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Figure 12.5: Going Without or Cutting Back on Various Items (Summary Indicator)
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home. It was also found to be more prevalent for renters, for those with no financial
support from parents, and for those who have been in receipt of benefit for twelve
months or more.

An 18 year old woman lived at home with her parents and
younger brothers. . He father worked full-time and she didn't
pay board. The only thing she said she had to go without or
cut back on because she couldn't afford it was use of the
telephone.

12.5

Affordability of Participation in Activities

Respondents were presented with a list of activities (shown in Table 12.2) and asked
to indicate in which ones they were interested. If interested, they were then asked
how often they could afford to pursue that activity: as often as they wanted, most of
the time, or less than that. The overall pattern of responses to these questions is
shown in Table 12.2. At one level, the contents of this table are interesting as a
description of the relative popularity of different leisure and recreational activities
among the young unemployed, at least with regard to those activities included in the
list.
With regard to the contribution of these questions to an assessment of relative
adequacy, the nature of activities in which the young unemployed are interested is
largely irrelevant. We are not interested in specific activities, with a view, for
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Table 12.2: Interest In, and Frequency That Respondents Can Afford to Participate in
Selected Activities: All Respondents(a)

Proportion of recipients
interested in activity

Frequency can afford participation among
those interested in the activity
(row percent)

Activity

(%)

As often
as want

Most of
the time

Less
often

Total

Clubs
Going to pubs
Bands/concerts
Visiting friends
Buying records/tapes
Going to sporting events
Taking pan in sport
Buying books, magazines
Going to the movies
Going away for weekend
Going out for a meal
Hiring videos
Other

51
32
59
87
71
40
52
57
69
69
69
63
16

17
12
13
60
9
19
47
18
10
12
7
25
23

18
26
8
21
15

65
62
79
19
77
65
36
61
75
74
73
43
71

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Notes:

a)

17

15
21
15
14
20
32
6

Proportions exclude 'not stated' cases from totals. At most, such cases account
for 6% ofresponses, except for the 'qther' activity where 'not stated' cases
amount to 10%.

example, to make some judgement about which actIvItIes are more worthy than
others and therefore more deserving of concern.
Rather, the approach to
interpretation of these questions is grounded in respondents' own views of what they
like doing and what they consider to be meant, for example, by 'most of the time' .

An 18 year old woman had been receiving JSAfor four months,
after having completed a certificate course and having worked
since leaving school at 16. She lived at home with her parents
and two older brothers. Her father and brothers had full-time
jobs. She received $75 a week from JSA and was paying $30
per week in board which covered all her household costs. The
only activity of interest that she could afford to do as often as
she wanted was visiting friends. Before becoming unemployed,
she had been taking singing and guitar lessons and doing
aerobics two to three times a week. That had all stopped now
because she couldn't afford it.
To simplify interpretation of the responses to the questions on participation in
selected activities, a summary indicator has been calculated in a similar manner to
that described above for the responses concerning going without or cutting back.
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Here, scores were assigned for each activity according to the frequency that
participation could be afforded: '0' for 'as often as wanted'; '0.5' for 'most of the
time'; and '1' for 'less often'. The summary indicator is then the average score for a
respondent across only those activities in which an interest was expressed. The
indicator thus ranges from a value of zero, where the respondent can afford to
participate as often as they want in activities of interest, to a value of one, where the
affordability of participation in all activities of interest is low.
The values of this summary indicator by recipient type are presented in Figure 12.6
and show relatively little variation around the overall figure of 0.68. Similarly only
slight variation was found when values of the summary indicator were examined
with respect to housing arrangements, financial support from parents and duration of
benefit receipt. This overall figure says that, on average, recipients can afford to
participate in the activities in which they are interested somewhere between 'most of
the time' and 'less often'. The only group of recipients which stands out in Figure
12.6. as having a value for this summary indicator significantly different from the
average is the group of 16-17 year olds living at home and affected by the parental
income test. They have a low value for the indicator, and on average, they can
afford to participate in activities of interest most of the time.
A 16 year old living at home could afford as often as he wanted
to visit friends, take part in sport and hire videos. Most of the
times that he wanted, he could afford to go to the movies, but it
was less often that he could afford to go to sporting events or to
bands/concerts.

12.6

Residential Mobility

A high degree of residential mobility by unemployed people can be seen as an
indicator of inability to find satisfactory accommodation. While change for the sake
of change may prompt some moves, many of the young people interviewed
mentioned the importance of stability in their living arrangements. Residential
mobility is more likely to occur as a response to problems such as cost,
compatability with co-residents, or location. Survey respondents were asked how
long they had been living at their current address. As would be expected, recipients
living at home exhibit considerable residential stability with at least 70 per cent
having lived where they are now for at least two years. By contrast, most of those
living away from home, including almost all those paid at the Homeless rate, had
been in their current accommodation for less than a year. Duration at current
residence, however, provides only a partial picture of residential mobility as it only
reflects the time since the last move. A fuller picture is provided by consideration of
the number of residential moves over the past two years. Overall, respondents had
made on average between four and five residential moves over the past two years.
When the experiences of different recipient types were examined, two groups stood
out as having notably high degrees of residential mobility. These were 16-17 year
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Figure 12.6: Participation in Various Activities (Summary Indicator)
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old JSA recipients living away from home (with an average of 8 moves in the past
two years) and, particularly, as would be expected, those paid at the Homeless rate
(with an average of 11 moves).
While consideration of the extent of residential mobility contributes to the picture of
the living circumstances of the young unemployed, it is only an indirect, and
possibly ambiguous, indicator of the impact of financial constraint on housing.
People move for a number of reasons, many but not all of which may be related to
their financial situation. The degree of residential mobility is also likely to be
strongly influenced by the duration since leaving home, so this should be taken into
account in comparing degrees of residential mobility. Because of these concerns
with interpretation, a preferable basis for an indicator of this aspect of adequacy is
seen to lie in the more direct information that was collected on the role of income in
residential satisfaction. This is described below.

Having now boarded with a family for five months, a 16 year
old said he couldn't remember how many times he had moved
in the past two years. A State ward since the age of seven, he
had spent the past two years in and out of institutions,
detention centres, remand centres and refuges before coming to
board with this family. He was now quite happy with where he
was living.
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Satisfaction with Present Dwelling and Living
Arrangements

Respondents were asked whether they thought the following features were good,
bad, or in-between aspects of where they were living: cost, comfort, the people they
lived with, and security/stability. The latter aspect was elaborated to mean their
feelings about how long they could stay there if they wanted. Overall, the level of
satisfaction with present dwelling and living arrangements was high (Table 12.3).
For each of the four aspects, a majority of respondents considered it to be a 'good'
aspect of their housing, many considered it 'in-between' and only a small minority
reported it to be 'bad'. Cost emerged as the aspect with the highest associated
degree of dissatisfaction, with 13 per cent of respondents considering cost to be a
bad aspect of their present accommodation. In comparison, very few respondents
reported the other aspects of their housing to be 'bad': just three per cent in the
cases of comfort and co-residents and six per cent in the case of security/stability.
Overall, 43 per cent of respondents were happy with all four aspects of their present
accommodation, and a further 40 per cent thought all four aspects were either good
or OK. This leaves 17 per cent of all respondents who identified some bad aspect of
their present accommodation. Differences between recipient types are shown in
Figure 12.7 in terms of the proportions of respondents who thought some feature was
a bad aspect of their current accommodation, with separate identification of those
who mentioned cost. There were generally higher degrees of dissatisfaction among
those living away from home than at home, with the exception of 16-17 year olds
paid at the Homeless rate. This perllaps surprising result for Homeless-rate
recipients may be understood with reference to the point that assessment of
'satisfaction' is subjective and may well entail comparison with previous
circumstances, and to the fact that some Homeless-rate recipients were living in
subsidised accommodation.
Figure 12.7 shows the overall dominance of cost as a factor in dissatisfaction with
current living arrangements. Separate examination of each aspect showed cost to be
the most frequently mentioned source of dissatisfaction for all recipient types, with
the exception of 16-17 year olds living at home and affected by the parental income
test. Other than cost, the only aspect which was mentioned as 'bad' by more than 10
per cent of respondents was security/stability in the case of 18-20 year olds living
away from home.
A considerable proportion of respondents (37 per cent) said they would like to move
to different accommodation, with the highest proportions to do so being Homelessrate recipients (47 per cent), and the lowest proportions (around 25 per cent) reported
by the other 16-17 year old groups. There was no apparent pattern in the preference
to move to different accommodation according to age or whether or not the
respondent was living in the parental home. Of those respondents who said they
would like to move, or who were unsure, a majority (63 per cent) identified cost as a
difficulty they would encounter in attempting to change accommodation. No other
source of difficulty in moving was mentioned with any significant frequency.
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Table 12.3:
Degree of Satisfaction with Aspects of Present Dwelling and Living
Arrangements
(N

=389)

Aspect

Whether satisfied

Cost

Comfort

Co-residents

Security/
Stability

(%)

(%)

(%)

(%)

Yes

59

75

80

77

OK

26

21

12

14

No

13

3

3

6

2

1

0

0

5
0

100

100

100

Not applicable
Not stated
Total

100

Figure 12.7: Respondents Expressing Dissatisfaction with Cost or Other Aspects of Present
Dwelling and Living Arrangements
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The actual indicator devised here as a measure of financial constraint on housing
circumstances is defmed in terms of whether or not a respondent identified 'bad'
aspects with current accommodation, would like to move, and identified cost as a
barrier to moving. The responses of only six per cent of all recipients fulfilled all
these three conditions. Proportions of around 10 per cent were found for those 18
and over living away from home and for 21-24 year olds living at home (Figure
12.8). Examination of variation with other characteristics revealed renters as a group
with a relatively high score on this indicator, with 10 per cent of them fulfilling the
three conditions.

A 22 year old woman lived with her mother in a Department of
Housing house, though the two did not get on. Indeed, she
sometimes preferred to sleep in the car. She was unhappy with
all aspects of her present housing and would like to move out
though she felt she couldn't because of the cost of doing so,
because she was frightened by the expected reaction of her
family, and because she thought her mother would lose the
house if she moved out.

12.8

Satisfaction with Present Area of Residence

A similar set of questions to those asked about satisfaction with present
accommodation was asked about satisfaction with the present area of residence. The
area aspects examined were: distance to family, distance to friends, access to public
transport, distance to job opportunities, distance to training opportunities, and safety.
Overall, distance to job opportunities was the feature most frequently seen as a bad
aspect of the area; being nominated by 29 per cent of respondents (Table 12.4). The
other aspects were all considered bad by between 10 and 20 per cent of respondents,
with the exception of access to public transport which was nominated by just 7 per
cent of respondents.
The overall degree of satisfaction with area of residence was thus much lower than
that expressed with respect to present dwelling and living arrangements. Only 14
per cent of all respondents thought all specified area aspects were good, while 55 per
cent identified some aspect as bad. The extent to which respondents in different
recipient categories expressed dissatisfaction with area aspects is shown in Figure
12.9. Standing out from Figure 12.9 are two groups: firstly, 16-17 year old JSA
recipients not paid at the Homeless rate and living away from home, 80 per cent of
whom reported some 'bad' aspect of their area of residence; and secondly, 16-17
year olds living at home with payments reduced by the parental income test, only 32
per cent of whom reported some 'bad' aspect of the area. Otherwise, overall levels
of dissatisfaction were reasonably similar across recipient types. Distance to job
opportunities was a frequently mentioned disadvantage for all recipient types.
Examination of the other specific area aspects showed distance to family and
distance to friends to be more frequently identified as disadvantages by those living
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Figure 12.8: Cost Constraint on Satisfaction with Present Accomodation
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Table 12.4: Degree of Satisfaction with Aspects of Current Area of Residence

Aspect
(N=389)

Distance
to
family

Distance
to
friends

Access to
to public
transport

Distance
to job
opportunities

Distance
to training
opportunities

Saftey

Whether satisfied

(%)

(%)

(%)

(%)

(%)

(%)

Yes

56
18
18

65
20

83
8

13

7

36
32
29

46
30
19

65
18
14

9
0

3

2
0

2
1

4

3

0

2

1

100

100

100

100

100

100

OK
No

Not applicable
Not stated
Total
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Figure 12.9: Respondents Expressing Dissatisfaction with Distance to Job Opportunities or
Other Aspect of Current Area of Residence
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away from home than those at home. Still, around 10 per cent of those living at
This can have two
home reported distance to family as a disadvantage.
interpretations. Firstly, it might indicate concern with distance to family members
who live elsewhere. Secondly, it might indicate that the respondent would prefer not
to be living at home. With regard to the other area aspects, the only patterns to
emerge were that the identification of distance to training opportunities and safety as
disadvantages tended to decrease with increasing age.
A third of all respondents said they would like to move to a different area. There
was little variation between recipient type in the extent of preferences to move
except for Homeless-rate recipients, about half of whom said they would like to
move to a different area. Those who said they would like to move, or were unsure,
were asked if they thought they would encounter any difficulties in attempting such
a move. Cost was nominated as a likely difficulty by 60 per cent of these potential
movers with no other reason attaining any prominence.
The indicator used here for financial constraint on residential location follows the
form of that devised for housing circumstances. The indicator is defined in terms of
whether bad aspects with current location were identified, there was a desire to
move, and cost was seen as a barrier to moving. These three conditions were
fulfilled by 15 per cent of all respondents with general evidence of a greater financial
constraint on residential location experienced by those living away from home than
by those living at home (Figure 12.10).

117

liVING CONDITIONS AND COSTS OF THE YOUNG UNEMPLOYED

Figure 12.10: Cost Constraint on Satisfaction with Area of Residence
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An 18 year old woman thought all aspects of her present living
arrangements, living at home with her unemployed mother ana
sister, were good thous.h she didn't like the area where they
lived. It was too far to family and friends , public transport was
poor and she dicfn't thmk it was a safe area. She would like to
move, but not on her own and only if her whole family could
move. They couldn't afford to move.

12.9

Barriers to Employment and Training

One of the important aspects of the income support system is to facilitate
employment for recipients, as has been clearly indicated by changes to the system
over recent years. Accordingly, an important element of the adequacy of payments
is the extent, if any, to which the level of payments hampers job search activities.
Figure 12.11 shows the frequency with which respondents identified selected factors
to be important reasons why they were having difficulty finding work. Behind
factors such as 'no jobs available' and 'lack of work experience', the cost of clothing
and cost of transport were only the sixth and seventh most frequently mentioned
factors but, nevertheless, were identified as important by 42 per cent and 35 per cent
of respondents respectively. Examination of the frequencies with which these two
factors were mentioned by different types of recipient showed them to be
particularly important factors for 16-17 year olds, and least important for 21-24 year
olds living at home.
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Figure 12.11: Perceived Barriers to Employment
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A 19 year old man living at home with his pensioner father,
and receiving the 'new' low at-home rate ofpayment, identified
the following as important reasons why he was having
difficulty finding work: that he had been out of work too long
(6 months), his level of skills/education (incomplete secondary
schooling, but some work experience), access to transport, and
the cost of transport. He had applied to do a training course
though he was waiting to hear from the CES. Transport was a
problem as some jobs came up in areas which he couldn't
easily get to by public transport. He didn't have a car of his
own and could seldom get lifts.
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A 17 year old with incomplete secondary schooling and no
further training, but some work experience, thought the lack of
suitable jobs was the only important reason why he was having
difficulty finding work. Lack of training opportunities was the
He had been
only reason he wasn't doing training.
unemployed for 6 months.
About 60 per cent of respondents identified their skill/education level as an
important barrier to employment. Training for these people is thus an important
element of job search activity and respondents not currently undergoing training
were asked whether any of a selected list of factors were important reasons for not
undergoing training. A perceived lack of training opportunities was the most
frequently mentioned factor, while the cost of transport was mentioned by a quarter
of respondents (Figure 12.12). The frequently mentioned 'other' category shown in
Figure 12.12 included a range of different reasons.
The indicator devised here of financial barriers to employment or training identifies
those recipients who either saw clothing or transport costs as important barriers to
employment or who saw their skill/education level as a barrier to employment, were
not currently in training and reported the cost of transport as a barrier to their
undertaking training. Overall, 60 per cent of respondents identified cost as a barrier
to employment or training according to this indicator, and the values for different
recipient types are shown in Figure 12.13, which suggests that cost is perceived as
more of a barrier to employment or training by those living away from home than by
those living at home.

A 20 year old woman had been unemployed for seven months.
With her school certificate, a technical certificate and clerical
diploma from post-school training, and previous work
experience, she saw the important reasons for her difficulty
finding work to be the lack of jobs, her age, the time she had
been unemployed, and the cost of clothing. She felt she was
always either too young or too old or too highly qualified or
too unqualified for the jobs on offer. She wanted to do a
computer training course but, without her own transport, could
not get to where the CES was offering that course.
Unemployed for two months, an 18 year old saw her lack of
skills and experience as an important reason why she couldn't
find work. She wanted to do training but had been told at the
CES that she had to wait until she had been unemployedfor 12
months. She couldn't understand why she had to wait so long.
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Figure 12.12: Reasons for Not Participating in Training
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Figure 12.13: Cost as a Barrier to Employment by Recipient Type
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A Composite Indicator

The numerous aspects of financial constraint described above have been expressed in
tenns of nine separate indicators. This is after responses to questions on going
without or cutting back on a range of items were reduced to a single indicator, and
the responses to questions on participation in a range of activities were also reduced
to a single indicator. Having argued that the impact of financial constraints on the
level of satisfaction with current accommodation is better seen through the indicator
based on direct questions rather than the measure of residential mobility, we are left
with eight indicators. These eight indicators are now combined into a single
composite indicator of financial constraints.
It should be stressed here that, whenever such a reduction in the number of indicators
takes place, infonnation is lost and that, wherever indicators are combined, there is
an explicit or implicit weighting procedure taking place. Thus, the summary
indicators for going without or cutting back and for participation in activities cannot
reveal anything about their separate components, which were assumed to be of equal
importance and given equal weight. This is the cost of reducing an otherwise
unwieldy amount of data into a manageable fonn. It is also recognised that the way
in which the number of indicators is reduced demands more sophisticated statistical
analysis, yet will be likely to retain a strong subjective element. It is worth
reiterating that the course taken here is only one of a number which could be
followed.
Combining the eight financial constraint indicators here does, however, have a
conceptual justification in addition to the objective of data manageability. Financial
constraint is likely to be manifest in different aspects of people's lives according to
their particular tastes and priorities. Faced with a low income, one person might
sacrifice all other aspects of their life but never fail to go to the dentist every three
months. Someone else, on the other hand, might sacrifice visits to the dentist before
anything else. A focus on the operation of fmancial constraints on a single aspect of
life may thus reveal more about differences in tastes and preferences than differences
in the adequacy of incomes. This is an argument for an indicator of financial
constraint which covers a range of aspects of living which is as broad as possible.
The composite indicator of financial constraints developed here assigns equal weight
to each of the eight components. Each of the component indicators is expressed in a
discrete fonn with a score of one for fmancial constraint and zero otherwise. This is
straightforward with most of the indicators, the exceptions being those for
participation in activities and for going without or cutting back. In these two cases,
where the indicator could take any value over a given range, the median value for all
responses was used as the dividing line between a score of zero and a score of one.
For example, the value of the indicator of the affordability of participation in
activities (Section 12.5) could range between zero (no affordability problem) and
one (high affordability problem). To incorporate this component in the composite
indicator, that half of the sample with the lowest-scores were all assigned a value of
zero and the remainder were all assigned a value of one.
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The composite indicator is then calculated as the average score across those
component indicators for which a valid response was given. The value of the
composite indicator can thus range between 'one', a high degree of financial
constraint, to zero, a low degree of financial constraint. In fact, two composite
indicators of financial constraints were calculated: one including all eight indicators
and one excluding the 'falling behind with housing costs' indicator. This exclusion
reflected a concern that, since questions on falling behind with housing costs were
only asked of people living away from home, it would be inconsistent to include this
indicator. In the versions including all eight indicators, the assumption is thus that
all those living at home never fall behind with board payments. It was decided here
to use only the version which included all eight indicators for two reasons. Firstly, it
was felt that falling behind with housing payments is an important indicator and it is
better to have partial information on it than none at all. Secondly, while the
interviewing did reveal some people living at home and facing difficulties with
making board payments on time, the assumption that people living at home never
fall behind with board payments does not seem too unreasonable given that a quarter
of recipients living at home do not pay board and, among those that do, 30 per cent
pay an amount which varies primarily according to their capacity to pay.
The values of the composite indicator of financial constraint for groups defined by
recipient type and housing arrangement are shown in Figure 12.14. Remembering
that a higher value of the composite indicator means more severe financial
constraint, a clear pattern is evident from Figure 12.14 with regard to whether or not
recipients are living at home. The extent of fInancial constraints is notably greater
for those living away from home. Reference to the version of the composite
indicator which excluded the housing payments indicator showed that this pattern is
not attributable to the way in which the housing payments indicator has been
incorporated.
For a given housing arrangement, the extent of financial constraints exhibits little
variation with age of recipient. The exception is renters, where the degree of
fmancial constraint appears to increase with age. The values of the indicator were
also examined with regard to receipt of financial support from parents and duration
of benefIt receipt. According to whether or not fmancial support from parents was
received, there was little variation in the degree of financial constraint for recipients
in any given group defined according to age and living arrangements. The same can
be said for duration of benefit receipt.
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Figure 12.14: Means of Combined Constraints (Including Housing) by Recipient Type, Age
Group and Housing Arrangements
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Adequacy: The Perspective of
Change in Net Savings

The third perspective on the pattern of adequacy is an examination of change in the
fInancial asset positions of the young unemployed. If expenditures cannot be
contained within the constraint of the level of current income, then this would be
expected to be manifest in either declining savings or increasing debt.
Information on changes in levels of savings and debt over the current spell of
unemployment was obtained through the responses to questions about whether
people had any savings or debts at the outset and whether the amounts had changed
since they had become unemployed. Given the constraints on interview duration and
the likely recall problems, the questionnaire did not seek details of the actual
amounts of savings and debt. This does of course limit the value of the information.
It was still felt worthwhile, though, to pursue this perspective on adequacy through
information on the direction of any changes in the levels of savings and debts, even
if we could say nothing about the magnitudes of these changes.

13.1

Change in Level of Savings

At the start of their current spell of unemployment, only about a third of all
respondents had some savings. The figure was lowest for 16-17 year olds living at
home with only 23 per cent having savings at the outset. In spite of not knowing the
level of these savings, it is worth noting at this point that respondents' notions of
what constituted savings appeared to range from small amounts of cash in hand to
deposits in dedicated savings accounts. During the course of this period of
unemployment, a decrease in the level of savings was reported by 30 per cent of
respondents, an increase by 8 per cent and no change by 62 per cent (Figure 13.1).
The numbers who reported a decrease in their level of savings clearly account for the
vast majority of those who had any savings at all at the outset. The few who
reported an increase in their savings were largely people who had no savings at the
outset. Virtually all those with no change in their level of savings had no savings at
the outset and no savings at the time of interview. In summary: for around 60 per
cent of respondents, savings had played no role during their period of
unemployment; most of the remainder had seen a fall in the level of their savings,
while a few had managed to accumulate some savings over the period.
There is no clear pattern across recipient type with regard to the proportions whose
savings had decreased, beyond the necessary relationship with the proportions who
had any savings to start with. In cases where the level of savings had diminished,
most respondents reported that their savings had been run down to meet general
living costs. In the remaining cases where savings had been run down to meet
particular costs, the most frequently mentioned were accommodation and car costs.
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Figure 13.1: Change in Level of Savings During Unemployment
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Other costs mentioned as causes of a run down of savings were clothing, medical
bills and the need to payoff debts or pay fines. The experience of increasing
savings, while very low overall, appeared higher for younger age groups and higher
for those living at home. Among those whose savings had increased, just over half
had been able to regularly add to their savings.
On its own, information on the direction of any change in the level of savings does
not provide a sufficient basis for assessing the extent of demands on income. The
situation of someone with no change in the level of savings, for example, will look
quite different if, at the same time, they have been reducing or running up debt.
Change in debt levels is the other side of the coin which needs to be considered and
to which we now turn.

When he had lost his full-time job, a 17 year old living away
from home had some savings, though he had used them all
before applying for JSA. He now had no savings and was
paying off a substantial court-imposed fine at the rate of $50
per month.

13.2

Change in Level of Debt

The questions on debt sought information on any debts, with respondents prompted
with the following examples of the types of debt to include: money owed on credit
cards, car loans, personal loans, loans from family or friends. A quarter of all
respondents reported having had debts at the beginning of their current spell of
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unemployment. The proportion was relatively low for 16-17 year olds at home (16
per cent) and relatively high for 21-24 year olds away from home (37 per cent).
The experiences with changing debt levels over the period of unemployment (Figure
13.2) are similar to those for change in the level of savings: no change for almost
two thirds of recipients, increasing debt for a further quarter of recipients, and
decreasing debt for the small remainder of just under 10 per cent. Where debt levels
had been reduced, this had been achieved by regular reductions in the amount owed
in just over half of the cases. Where debt levels had increased, this was to meet
general living costs in about half the cases. Where the increase in debt could be
attributed to particular expenditures, payments to meet car costs, clothing costs and
fmes were the most often mentioned expenditures.

A 17 year old had been receiving JSA at the Homeless rate for
6 months and lived in a refuge. So far, he had been able to
repay almost all his debts (personal loans from friends) and to
put together some savings by living very frugally. He didn't go
out, stayed in at the refuge all day, and gave half his JSA
payment each fortnight to his mother in 'trust', telling her to
only give it back to him for absolute essentials such as rent and
clothing. He got on well with his mother but had left home
over conflict with his father.

13.3

Change in Level of Net Savings

As noted above, it is clearly necessary to simultaneously examine changes in savings
and debt levels: financial pressure could be manifest in change in either, or even in
both. Accordingly, the indicator used here is expressed in terms of change in net
savings, where net savings is defined as savings minus debt. Because the questions
on savings and debt only asked for the direction of change, if any, in their levels,
rather than the absolute amounts of changes, there were some cases where change in
net savings could not be determined. These instances of ambiguity were where
levels of both savings and of debt had moved in the same direction, but there were
few such cases, amounting to just four per cent of the sample. For the remainder of
this discussion, the population is restricted to the cases for whom the direction of
change in net savings could be identified. The actual specification of the indicator
used here is simply a distinction between whether or not net savings had decreased
over the course of someone's current spell of unemployment.
Overall, 42 per cent of respondents reported a decline in net savings. The figures for
different recipient types (Figure 13.3) show no clear pattern according to age or
whether living in the parental home or not, but do show particularly high proportions
(around 50 per cent) of 16-17 year olds living away from home and 18-20 year olds
living at home on the new reduced rate to have experienced declining net savings.
With regard to housing arrangements, the picture was worse for those living away
from home if renting rather than boarding, and worse for those living at home if they
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Figure 13.2: Change in Level of Debt During Unemployment
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paid board. However, those living at home and paying board appeared worse off,
according to this measure, than those paying board away from home. When living
arrangements were taken into account, some pattern with increasing age did emerge:
a falling incidence of decline in net savings for those living away from home, but a
suggestion of the reverse relationship for those living at home.
It was also found that the incidence of declining net savings was greater among those
who did receive financial support from parents than among those who did not, and
greater among the short-term unemployed than the long-term unemployed. After
taking account of age and living arrangements, the apparent relationship with
duration of unemployment disappeared, but those receiving income from parents still
appeared worse off on this measure than those who received no such assistance.
Perhaps receiving income from parents also often means an option of borrowing
from parents. Also, perhaps those with income from parents feel more able to enter
into debt outside the family in the knowledge that parents will be able to payoff
debts if need be.
It is important to note here some qualifications to the interpretation of these figures
on change in net savings. Firstly, it should be remembered that we have no
information on the magnitudes of change in net savings. Thus, it is difficult to know
what concern to attach to the finding that 42 per cent of respondents reported a
decline in net savings. What is important here, however, is the different experiences
of the various groups of the young unemployed and, in this, the information on the
direction of change in net savings does have some use. The findings for different
groups are still, of course, conditional on an implicit assumption that there is no
systematic variation across the groups in the magnitude of changes. The relative
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Figure 13.3: Proportion of Respondents Whose Net Savings Decreased by Recipient Type,
Age Group and Housing Arrangements
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experiences of two groups with an equal proportion of members experiencing a fall
in net savings would look very different if it was known that these falls were of
trivial amounts for one group but of substantial amounts for the other.
The above comments apply equally to the interpretation of the 12 per cent of
respondents who reported an increase in their net savings. Without knowing the
amounts of these changes in net savings, it cannot be concluded that, for these
respondents, levels of benefit are more than adequate. Even if one did know the
amounts and they were not trivial, it is conceivable that people might choose, or
indeed be forced, to sacrifice some expenditure on life's essentials in order to reduce
debt. This information on change in net savings is only one indicator of the degree
of adequacy and has more value in the assessment of relative adequacy than of
absolute adequacy. Incidentally, the small number of respondents who reported an
increase in net savings were spread across the various groups of the young
unemployed.
The second qualification of the material presented here concerns the point that a
decline in net savings is only possible if someone either has had the chance to
accumulate savings or has access to borrowings. Someone who meets neither of
these conditions will report no change in net savings but could well be enduring
greater fmancial stress than someone else who reported a decline in net savings.
Indeed, about 40 per cent of respondents had neither savings nor debt at the outset of
this period of unemployment and still had no savings or debt at the time of interview.
Change in net savings should thus be seen as an indicator both of financial stress and
of access to savings or borrowings.
A final qualification stems from the fact that the questions on savings and debt
referred to the current period of unemployment, rather than the current period of
benefit receipt. The responses will thus reflect not only the impact of the rate of
income support but also the impact of any waiting period served. The impact of the
waiting period on net savings is indicated by the responses to a question on how
people got by during the waiting period. All but five per cent of respondents had
been subject to a waiting period before receiving benefit (see Section 5.4). Just over
half of these people relied on the support of family or friends during the waiting
period; a further quarter relied on savings, including final wages where applicable;
and around seven per cent borrowed to get by during this period. For many of the
young unemployed, then, their unemployment will have seen a decline in net savings
attributable to the waiting period before the impact of any change in net savings
attributable to their rate of benefit. The impacts of these two factors cannot,
however, be distinguished here.
A 22 year old man had savings from the job he had lost six
months previously though these were being used up to
supplement his JSA payment. He also had to make repayments
of$115 a month on a personal loan. He lived away from home
and got no regular financial assistance from his parents though
they had given him $500 to help repay his debts. At the
moment, however, he could not afford the repayments and the
amount he owed was going up.

14

Adequacy: The Perspective of
Perceived Minimum Incomes

14.1

The Minimum Income Questions

Two questions in the survey sought respondents' views on the after-tax weekly
income they would need to attain certain standards of living. As was described in
Section 4, the inclusion of these questions follows research on the 'consensual
approach' to poverty measurement, recently applied to Australian data by Saunders
and Matheson (1992), and their use by Rochford (1987) in a New Zealand study of
the living standards of beneficiaries. The phrasing of the two questions is important
and was as follows.
•

Q98. In your opinion, what would be the very lowest weekly income (after tax)
that you would need to make ends meet?

•

Q99. What weekly after tax income do you think you would need to live
comfortably?

14.2

Perceived Minimum

Incom~s

The basic responses to the above two questions, in terms of the mean and median
response for each recipient type are given in Table 14.1. For each of the two
questions, Table 14.1 shows the median value of responses to be generally lower
than the mean value of responses. This indicates a distribution of responses skewed
to higher values. Responses to the question on 'making ends meet' ranged between
$30 and $500, and those to the question on 'living comfortably' between $70 and
$1000.
futerviewers noted when asking these questions that many respondents had difficulty
understanding what was meant by 'to make ends meet' and, particularly, what was
meant by 'to live comfortably'. Alternatively, many respondents were quite unsure
about the incomes needed to achieve these standards of living and gave very rough
estimates as their responses. These difficulties are indicated by the high proportion
of 'don't know' responses to these questions: around 10 per cent of all responses to
the question on making ends meet, and around 15 per cent for the question on living
comfortably. Such difficulties were anticipated and, given our concern with
relativities rather than absolute values, should not present a problem unless there is
bias in the responses. However, it does suggest that consideration of responses in
terms of medians is more appropriate than looking at means which are very sensitive
to unusually high or low responses.
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Table 14.1: Incomes Required to Make Ends Meet and to Live Comfortably by Recipient
Type
After-tax income required
to make ends meet
($/week)

After-tax income required
to live comfortably
($/week)
Median

Recipient type

Mean

Median

Mean

16-17 year olds:
JSA At home (no PIT reduction)
JSA At home (pIT reduction)
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

130
110
168
138

120
90
160
130

239
180
243
208

200
200
250
200

18-20 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home (new rate)
JSA/NSA At home (saved cases)
JSA/NSA Away from home

151
163
173

120
150
150

265
291
272

250
260
300

21-24 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

185
211

155
180

293
332

300
350

Source:

Survey and DSS Masterfile data.

On the other hand, an argument against using medians is that people tend to answer
this sort of question with rounded answers: they will, for example, say $250 rather
than $267. This was found by Saunders and Matheson (1992) and is clearly evident
in the median responses shown in Table 14.1. For the time being, the description is
presented in terms of both means and medians.

14.3

Ratio of Perceived Required Income to Actual
Current Income

Table 14.2 shows the responses to the questions on the incomes needed to attain
certain standards ofliving expressed as a ratio of the respondents' total incomes; that
is, essentially as a ratio of benefit income, given the low contribution from other
sources. Rochford (1987), in his survey of beneficiaries in New Zealand, found that
responses to a minimum income question, similar to the 'make ends meet' question
used here, closely followed existing levels of income support. This was not found
here where both the mean and median responses tended to be amounts well in excess
of current levels of income (Table 14.2).
A 17 year old woman had been brought up by her grandparents
but left their home 12 months previously and lived in a
boardzng house where sheJ!.aid weekly board of $70. She had
other weekly costs of $50 for food and $7 for public
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Table 14.2: Incomes Required to Make Ends Meet and to Live Comfortably as a Proportion
of Total Income by Recipient Type

After-tax income required to
to make ends meet as a
proportion of total income
Recipient type

Mean

Median

After-tax income required to
live comfortably as a
proportion of total income
Mean

Median

16-17 yearolds:
JSA At home (no PIT reduction)
JSA At home (pIT reduction)
JSA Away from home
Homeless rate

2.03
2.84
1.76
1.28

1.94
2.15
1.78
1.24

3.80
4.43
2.43
2.20

3.23
3.85
2.44
1.95

18-20 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home (new rate)
JSA/NSA At home (saved cases)
JSA/NSA Away from home

1.88
1.38
1.30

1.54
1.23
1.23

3.31
2.50
2.04

2.68
2.29
1.95

21-24 year olds:
JSA/NSA At home
JSA/NSA Away from home

1.30
1.34

1.08
1.22

2.04
2.11

2.02
2.07

Source: Survey and DSS Masterfile data.

transport, plus amounts for telephone, electricity and private
health insurance. She reported no other income in addition to
her $102 from JSA at the independent rate. Just to make ends
meet, she thought she would need $230 per week, and $250 per
week to live comfortably.
Here, where analysis is in tenns of ratios with outliers in the data for both the
numerator and denominator, analysis in tenns of medians seems superior to
examining the means of the ratios. Accordingly, the indicator used here is specified
in tenns of medians. Also, it is restricted to the data from the question on making
ends meet. While it can be argued that the amount people think they need to live
comfortably will provide a better indicator of their relative needs than the question
on what they need to make ends meet, given that the latter may refer to already
fmancially constrained living conditions, the latter indicator is used here on the
grounds that respondents seemed to have a much clearer idea of what was meant by
'to make ends meet' than what was meant by 'to live comfortably'. The median
value of the ratio of perceived income to make ends meet to total current income is
thus used here as the indicator for this perspective on the pattern of adequacy.
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The values of the indicator used here for groups defined according to recipient type
and housing arrangements are shown in Figure 14.1, and partly in Table 14.2. Note
that the ratios can perhaps be more easily interpreted in tenns of their inverses. Thus
the figure of 1.94 for 16-17 year old respondents living at home, with no reduction in
benefit through parental income testing, means that half of this group thought that
their current income was less than 52 per cent (0.52 = 1/1.94) of what they needed
just to make ends meet.

A 20 year old shared a rented house with two other people, and
received no other income apart from his Newstart Allowance of
$113 per week. Despite having been receiving benefit for two
years, and paying $60 per week in rent, he was receiving no
Rent Assistance. In addition to rent, his major costs included
$40 per week on food and $10 per week on public transport.
He thought that he would need $120 per week just to make
ends meet, and $200 per week to live comfortably.
The first part of Figure 14.1 generally shows higher ratios for those on lower
incomes though there are a number of exceptions to this general pattern. For
example, the ratio for Homeless-rate recipients appears low when compared with
most other groups, and with consideration of the respective rates of benefit. As
would be expected, 21-24 year olds feel they need more when they are living away
from home than when living at home. On the other hand, there is no difference in
the median ratio for the two groups of 18-20 year olds receiving the same rate but
with different living arrangements.
The second and third parts of Figure 14.1 show the ratios for the groups of the young
unemployed defined by age and living arrangements. For those living at home, there
is no systematic variation in the ratios according to whether or not board is being
paid, though there does appear to be a general decline in the ratios with increasing
age; that is, income adequacy improves as age increases. For those living away from
home, there is no clean variation in the ratios with age, though the ratios are higher
(and income adequacy thereby lower) for renters than for boarders.

A 20 year old living at home on the 'saved' JSA rate of $113
per week had no other income and paid $50 per week in board.
He thought that he would need $150 each week to make ends
meet and $250 each week to live comfortably.
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Figure 14.1: Ratio of Income Needed to Make Ends Meet to Current Income by Recipient

Type~ Age Group and Housing Arrangements
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15

Financial Vulnerability

Financial vulnerability is not considered here as an element of income adequacy per
se, but it is seen as an important matter to consider alongside this description of the
pattern of adequacy. Those who are most fmancially vulnerable will be most
susceptible to suffering if the level of income support is inadequate.

15.1

Recourse in the Event of Running Short of Money

To provide a picture of the extent of financial vulnerability among the young
unemployed, survey respondents were asked what they would do if they ran short of
money needed for normal living expenses. A list of possible alternatives was
provided and the responses are shown in Figure 15.1. Asking parents for money and
cutting back on essentials stand out as actions that would be pursued by around half
of all recipients, not counting those who reported that they might take these options.
Significant proportions of respondents also indicated that they would try to get more
money from DSS, ask other relatives or friends for money, or try to get help from a
welfare agency. It is worth noting that many respondents were not aware that the
possibility of getting more money from DSS was an option and, indeed, it is only a
very limited option. 'Counter cheques', which are advances on payments rather than
additional money, are the only real option and. they are only issued in the event of
fmancial crisis as determined by the DSS regional office. Very few respondents
reported that they would seek or use commercial credit facilities, through use of
either a commercial loan or a credit card.

An 18 year old living at home with his unemployed father said
that he would do two things if he ran short of money needed for
normal living expenses: try to get help from a welfare agency,
or ask his father for money. If he asked his father, it would be
for a loan and he didn't feel that he could get as much as $100.
There is some variation between recipient types in the likely responses to falling
short of money (Table 15.1). The table covers only the six most frequently
mentioned responses overall and shows the proportion of respondents who would, or
might, follow the particular course of action. The likelihood of asking parents for
money is considerably greater for those living at home than away from home.
Ninety per cent of under 20 year olds living at home would ask parents for money,
though the figure falls to 70 per cent for 21-24 year olds living at home. In contrast,
or perhaps correspondingly, those living away from home revealed a generally
greater likelihood than those at home to ask relatives or friends for money. Those
living away from home are more likely to ask friends for money than they are to ask
parents.
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Figure 15.1: Actions in the Event of Running Short of Money
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The proportions of respondents who reported that they would, or might, cut back on
essentials were very similar (around 50-60 per cent) for all recipient types except
those aged 18 or over and living away from home. In these latter cases, three
quarters of respondents reported that they would do so. Seeking help from a welfare
agency was mentioned more frequently by those living away from home than at
home, including by about half of all recipients paid at the Homeless rate, perhaps
indicating both their familiarity with welfare agencies and lack of other options.
Table 15.1 suggests that the likelihood of seeking more money from DSS decreases
with age.
Those respondents who said that they would, or might, ask parents, other relatives or
friends for money were then asked whether they would be expected to repay the
money. In almost all cases, money from friends would be seen as a loan rather than
a gift. In almost 80 per cent of cases, money from parents would be seen as a loan,
particularly for those living with parents.
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Table 15.1: Proportions(a) of Respondents Who Would, or Might, Pursue Selected Actions in
the Event of Running Short of Money

Ask
parents
for
money

Recipient type

Ask
other
relatives
for money

Ask
friends
for
money

Cut
back
on
essentials

Seek
Seek
help from
more
welfare
money
agency from DSS

(per cent)
16-17 year oIds:
At home (no PIT reduction)
At home (PIT reduction)
JSA away from home
Homeless rate

86
100
30
29

29
17
20
26

43
39
55
61

60
50
60
57

20
11
35
52

53
61
45
45

18-20 year oIds:
At home (new rate)
At home (saved cases)
Away from home

96
87
51

27
31
33

43
45
51

52
62
72

26
34
38

60
45
38

21-24 year oIds:
At home
Away from home

71
40

23
36

45
49

52
75

27
38

29
40

Total

66

28

47

61

32

43

Note:

a)

In calculating percentages, 'not stated' cases have been excluded from totals. At
most, such cases amount to 5% of cases.

In the event of running short of money, a 19 year old living
away from home said that he would cut back on essentials, try
to get help from a welfare agency, and maybe ask friends/or a
loan. He didn't think he could raise $100 En a week ifnee be.

15.2

Access to Extra Money at Short Notice

A frequently used indicator of financial vulnerability is to ask respondents whether
they could raise a certain sum of money at short notice. The ability to do so shows a
capacity to withstand unexpected demands on finances. Here, respondents were first
asked whether they could raise $100 in a week if needed. If so, they were then asked
whether they could raise $250. It is taken that if someone cannot raise $100, then
they cannot raise $250. The overall responses to these two questions are shown in
Figure 15.2.
Over half (55 per cent) of all respondents could not raise $100 in a week if needed,
37 per cent could, and 9 per cent possibly could. A response of 'maybe' was
generally qualified at the interview with the point that it would depend what the
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Figure 15.2: Ability to Raise Money at Short Notice
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money was to be used for. Among those who could raise $100, most (83 per cent)
said that the money could be raised from family or friends, while seven per cent
nominated savings as the source, and there were no other sources mentioned with
any significant frequency. Few respondents could raise $250 in a week if needed.
Only 10 per cent said they could, and a further 5 per cent said they might be able to
do so.
The main feature to emerge from a comparison of differences between recipient
types in the ability to raise money at short notice was the considerably higher
proportion of 16-17 year olds who could not raise $100 than the corresponding
proportions of 18-20 and 21-24 year olds. The pattern was similar in the case of
raising $250 though the difference between age groups was less marked due to the
overall high proportion of recipients who could not raise $250.

Living at home with her family, with one parent in full-time
work, an 18 year old said she would ask her family or friends
for a loan if she ran short of money. She didn't think that she'd
need to cut back on essentials or ask for assistance from
anywhere else. If needed, she would be able to raise at least
$250 by borrowing from her parents.

16

An Overview of the Study

16.1

Nature of the Study

Before describing the major findings of this study, it is worth reiterating the context
and aims of the research. The underlying concern is with the pattern of adequacy
provided by the structure of income support for the young unemployed: a structure
which is delineated primarily according to age and living arrangements. This part of
the Australian income support system has been the subject of fairly continuous
criticism over the past 10 years or so with regard to a number of concerns, including,
importantly, questions of adequacy. While numerous changes to relevant income
support provisions over the period have, at least in part, addressed some criticisms,
they have also generated new ones.
The general criticism of the adequacy of income support for the young unemployed
has continued. It is important to recognise that this questioning involves two
elements: overall criticism of the absolute amounts provided in income support, and,
more often, criticism of the amounts provided to particular groups of the young
unemployed in comparison to the amounts provided to other groups. These two
concerns can be respectively termed matters of 'absolute adequacy' and of 'relative
adequacy' and it is with the latter that this study is concerned. This should not be
seen to imply that matters of absolute adequacy are considered unimportant. Rather
the focus reflects a view that relative adequacy is an element which is more tractable
than the question of what does and what does not constitute an adequate income in
absolute terms. The situations of different groups among the young unemployed can
be compared without needing to identify and attempt to justify some definition of
what constitutes adequacy and what does not.
One of the difficulties which has hampered the capacity of government to address
the persistent criticisms of the adequacy of income support for the young
unemployed has been the lack of suitable empirical data on the actual circumstances
of the young unemployed. Available data of relevance tends to be polarised between
the large scale official social surveys and small sample surveys designed specifically
to provide information on the circumstances of the young unemployed. The former,
while they have large overall samples, either have too small sample numbers for the
population groups in question or provide only part of the required information. The
latter tend to provide detailed information of interest but generally only for a small
or unrepresentative sample. Accordingly, calls for a larger sample survey directed at
eliciting information on the matters in question have come from a number of
quarters. The collection of new empirical evidence through such a survey has been
the central task of this study.
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The aim of the study has thus been:
•

to collect and present data on the incomes, costs and circumstances of the
young unemployed, with a focus on providing information which will
contribute to an assessment of the pattern of adequacy afforded by the structure
of income support payments for this group.

The study aims are thus modest with regard to the question of what is the pattern of
adequacy provided by the existing structure of income support for the young
unemployed. The purpose is to provide information which will contribute to an
assessment of this pattern, rather than to attempt to make a fmal judgement. This
modesty firstly reflects a recognition that this new source of data complements rather
than replaces other data sources. Other surveys have, for example, been able to probe
in more depth the nature of the relationship between parents and their unemployed
children. Secondly, the limited aims here reflect the complexity of any empirical
assessment of adequacy. To move from indicators of aspects of the pattern of
adequacy to some conclusion on the actual overall pattern is not a straightforward
task. It demands considerable further work which is beyond the scope of this study.
The presentation of major study fmdings in this part of the report follows the broad
division of the report into an account of the living circumstances of the young
unemployed and a description of the results on the various indicators of aspects of
adequacy. First, key features of the survey on which these findings are based are set
out. The report concludes with some broad tentative conclusions on relative
adequacy and some directions for further analysis of the data.

16.2

The Survey and Sample

The study involved a personal interview survey of single people aged 16-24 years,
without dependent children, living in metropolitan Sydney and in receipt of JSA or
NSA at October 1991. A sample of 700 was selected with stratification by age,
payment type and living arrangements. The sample was clustered in five zones
within metropolitan Sydney. Interviews were conducted in November 1991 by staff
from the Social Policy Division of DSS and the SPRC.
The questionnaire sought information on personal details, living arrangements,
incomes, cash and in-kind transfers from/to parents, housing costs, various other
costs, a range of indicators of aspects of adequacy, and barriers to employment. On
average, the interviews took 45 minutes.
Successful interviews were conducted with 389 members of the initial sample,
giving an overall response rate of 59 per cent (after allowing for those who were
found to be out of scope at the time of the fieldwork). Although it was stressed that
participation in the survey was entirely voluntary, only 8 per cent of the initial
sample directly declined to participate. As was expected, the main reason for nonresponse was interviewers' inability to make contact with people, particularly with
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those not living at home. Some such cases of non-contact are likely to have been
indirect refusals to participate.
The basic analysis of the survey data was conducted with reference to seven groups
of the young unemployed in order to allow comparisons of those in different living
situations and receiving different rates of payment. The groups (with the number of
survey respondents in parentheses) were:
16-17 year olds:
JSA recipients living at home (61)
JSA recipients living away from home (20)
JSA recipients paid at Homeless (YHA) rate (32)
18-20 year olds:
JSA/NSA recipients living at home (79)
JSA/NSA recipients living away from home (57)
21-24 year olds:
JSA/NSA recipients living at home (84)
JSA/NSA recipients living away from home (56)
The relatively low numbers of respondents in the two groups of 16-17 year olds
living away from home were due to low population numbers rather than to unduly
low response rates.
While the above classification of the young unemployed formed the basis for
description of the results in Sections 5 to 9 of the report, further disaggregation of
the groups was undertaken for the presentation in Sections 10 to 15 to reflect
additional differences in the rates of payment. The group of 16-17 year olds living at
home was divided into those whose payments were reduced by application of the
parental income test (18 respondents) and those whose payments were not affected
in this way (43 respondents). The group of 18-20 year olds living at home was split
into those who were paid at the lower rate which had been introduced in September
1990 (48 respondents) and those 'saved cases' who were still being paid at the
higher rate prevailing before that time (31 respondents). A classification of 9 groups
among the young unemployed thus provided the basis for the presentation of
material in Sections 10 to 15.
Some basic characteristics of the sample are described below.
•

Around 60 per cent of the sample were males.

•

Around 70 per cent of the sample of respondents were born in Australia. These
included three per cent who identified as Aboriginals or as Torres Strait
Islanders, and who comprised almost 15 per cent of recipients paid at the
Homeless rate.
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•

Among the 30 per cent of the sample born overseas, those born in Indochina
(Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia) and in Lebanon stand out, respectively
accounting for 12 per cent and 6 per cent of the total sample. Overseas-born
recipients were more prominent in the older age groups with those born in
Indochina amounting to 20 per cent of the 21-24 year old group.

•

The highest fonnal education level obtained by 70 per cent of respondents was
incomplete secondary or lower; that is, most had not obtained a Higher School
Certificate. Less than 10 per cent of respondents had undertaken some fonn of
further education. The pattern of educational attainment exhibited the expected
variation with age: a negligible proportion of 16-17 year olds had, for example,
completed their HSC.

•

Around 60 per cent of respondents had at some time held a full-time job which
lasted for three months or more. A further eight per cent had at least held a
part-time job for three months or more at some stage. Besides the expected
greater extent of previous job-holding with increasing age, a higher proportion
of respondents living away from home in any age group were more likely to
have held a substantial job than were those living at home. The exception was
the group of recipients paid at the Homeless rate, with a notably low proportion
of only around 45 per cent having previously held such a job.

•

Around a third of respondents had been receiving benefit (UB, JSA or NSA)
during this episode of unemployment for a period of less than 6 months, with a
further third in receipt for 6-12 months and" the remaining third for in excess of
12 months. Here, it should be noted that the sample was partly stratified with
regard to duration of benefit receipt. The greater opportunity with increasing
age of being unemployed for longer was reflected in median durations of
unemployment of around 15 weeks for 16-17 year olds (excluding recipients
paid at the Homeless rate), 35 weeks for 18-20 year olds, and almost 50 weeks
for 21-24 year olds.

17

Living Circumstances of the
Young Unemployed

The major f'mdings on living circumstances are presented here in two ways. Firstly,
the results for each aspect of living circumstances are described in Section 17.1,
identifying differences between the various groups of the young unemployed. These
fmdings are then brought together in Section 17.2 in the presentation and description
of 'profiles' of the living circumstances of the various groups.

17.1

Major Findings

Living Arrangements

•

Among those respondents living in the parental home, most lived with two
parents though a substantial proportion (around 40 per cent) were living with
just one of their parents.

•

Where respondents lived at home, the household comprised a single family in
around half of all cases, with dependent children present more often than not.
The remainder of respondents living at home lived mainly in households which
comprised extended familes or which included a family and one or more
unrelated people.

•

For those living away from home, the nature of housing arrangements exhibited
a clear pattern with age; the prevalence of renting increased with age, and the
prevalence of boarding and other arrangements (such as living in a boarding
house or refuge) decreased with age.

•

Renting was the most prevalent form of tenure for the 18-20 and 21-24 year
olds living away from home; boarding was still important but the incidence of
other arrangements was negligible.

•

Among 16-17 year olds living away from home, however, only about 30 per
cent were renters. This is likely to reflect both cost factors and institutional
barriers facing this age group in the rental market. Boarding, instead, was the
most prevalent housing arrangement for 16-17 year olds, accounting for around
50 per cent of all cases, with other arrangements making up 20 per cent of
cases.

•

Among those respondents living away from home, in each age group around 40
to 50 per cent were living with other unrelated people. The propensity to live
alone showed a marked increase with age; under 10 per cent of the 16-17 year
olds living away from home did so, compared to around 25 per cent of the 2124 year olds.
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Leaving Home
•

Besides the 40 per cent of the sample who were living away from home, a fifth
of those living with parents had left home at some stage but since returned.

•

The most frequent main means of support upon leaving home was some fonn
of government cash benefits, accounting for almost half of all cases. Wages had
provided the main means of support in a further quarter of cases.

•

In the cases of those who had previously left home but since returned, personal
reasons were at least as important as financial reasons in the decision to return
home.

•

An attempt was made to ascertain whether those respondents living away from
home did so purely through choice. While the nature of the question asked
demands caution in interpretation of responses, the responses suggest that, for
many of the young people living away from home, returning to live with
parents is not a realistic option. As would be expected, this was particularly the
case for those recipients paid at the Homeless rate.

Parental Receipt of Income Support

•

The survey did not allow the collection of any detail on the circumstances of
parents. Respondents were, however, asked whether parents were in receipt of
any pension or benefit. In about 20 per cent of cases, respondents either could
not or did not answer the question.

•

Where the income support status of parents could be detennined, around half of
respondents overall had parents in receipt of income support. The picture
appeared quite different, though, according to whether or not the respondent
was living at home. Generally, parents of respondents living at home were
more likely than not to be receiving income support, while the opposite was the
case for those living away from home. It is necessary to consider, however,
whether variation in respondents' knowledge of parental circumstances,
according to whether or not they live at home, has any bearing on these results.

Incomes
•

Only 25 per cent of respondents reported receiving any income from other than
the Department of Social Security.

•

While the level and distribution of total incomes among respondents largely
reflected, as might be expected, the level and structure of income support for
the young unemployed, there were some important divergences stemming from
the amounts of income received from DSS and from other sources.
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•

Regarding incomes from DSS, very few respondents had payments reduced
either through application of the personal income test or through recovery of an
overpayment. A number of 16-17 year olds living at home, however, did have
payments reduced through application of the parental income test.

•

DSS payments in excess of the prevailing basic rates were received by the
group of 18-20 year old 'saved cases' and by those entitled to Rent Assistance.
Rent Assistance was received by around 50 per cent of 18-20 and 21-24 year
olds living away from home. Where Rent Assistance was not received by
members of these two groups, this was more often due to benefit not having
been received for the (then) required six months, than due to rent or board
payments being too low to attract Rent Assistance.

•

The net effect of these variations in payments was that DSS payments to 16-17
year olds living at home were lower on average than the basic rate (through
parental income-testing), those for 18-20 year olds living at home were higher
than the basic rate (through the existence of a number of saved cases), and
those for 18-20 and 21-24 year olds living away from home were also higher
(through the payment of Rent Assistance).

•

As the sample picked up only one case of a 16-17 year old living away from
home but paid at the 'standard' rate (because they qualified for neither the
Independent nor Homeless rate of payment), the survey can say nothing about
any people in this situation.

•

Around 25 per cent of respondents reported receiving incomes from sources
other than DSS, at an average value of $34 per week. More often than not,
these income sources were occasional rather than regular, with less than 10 per
cent of respondents reporting other regular income.

•

Receipt of wages was reported by less than 5 per cent of respondents, though,
where received, the value of this source of income was considerable.

•

By far the most common form of private income was an allowance from
parents, but this was still only received by around 20 per cent of respondents,
and more often occasionally (by 13 per cent of respondents) than regularly (by
just 5 per cent). The average value of such allowances was around $25 per
week when paid regularly and around $15 per week when paid occasionally.

•

At least for 16-17 and 18-20 year olds, parental allowances were far more
likely to be paid to those living at home than to those living away from home.
On the other hand, the amounts of allowance received tended to be greater for
those living away from home, possibly reflecting recognition of the greater
costs incurred.
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•

The limited information from the survey on parental attitudes and
circumstances suggested that while parents' capacity to pay an allowance is
very important in determining its amount, it is a less important factor in
determining whether or not any payment will be made.

•

Overall, around 80 per cent of respondents believed that their parents thought
they should support themselves even though they were unemployed. This
included around 85-90 per cent of those in each age group living away from
home. Among those living at home, the proportion who thought that they were
expected to support themselves increased steadily with age; from around 60 per
cent of 16-17 year olds to around 80 per cent of 21-24 year olds.

Housing Costs: Living at Home
•

Almost 80 per cent of all those living at home paid board, with the proportion
increasing with age: just over half of those 16-17 year olds living at home paid
board, compared to almost 90 per cent of the 21-24 year olds.

•

Where board was paid, the average weekly amount increased with age as
follows:
$35 for 16-17 year olds;
$42 for 18-20 year olds; and
$57 for 21-24 year olds.

•

In very few cases did board payments cover only shelter costs or 'rent'. The
payment covered all meals in around 90 per cent of cases, all electricity or gas
costs in 75 per cent of cases, and all telephone costs in 60 per cent of those
cases where there was a telephone. There was little apparent variation in the
components of board payments across age groups.

Housing Costs: Living Away from Home
•

Those respondents living away from home and boarding paid on average higher
board than did their counterparts living at home. As with those paying board at
home, the amount of board paid increased with age, though the degree of
variation was less. Average weekly board paid was:
$49 for 16-17 year olds paid at the Homeless rate;
$45 for other 16-17 year olds
$62 for 18-20 year olds; and
$66 for 21-24 year olds.

•

The pattern of the components of board paid by those living away from home
was similar to that found for board paid by those living at home though, in this
case, board payments covered slightly less.
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Renters were overwhelmingly in the private rental sector, which accounted for
85 to 90 per cent of the renters in each age group. The average weekly amount
of rent paid was:
$60 for 16-17 year olds;
$66 for 18-20 year olds; and
$77 for 21-24 year olds.

•

Around 60 per cent of renters had paid money toward a bond for the property
rental.

Other Components of Living Costs

•

Respondents made specific payments for telephone bills in 35 per cent of cases
and for electricity bills in around 40 per cent of cases. Where such specific
payments were applicable but not made, a contribution was generally covered
by a board payment.

•

Where paid, the average amounts for these specific payments were estimated to
be around $6.50 per week for telephone bills and $4.50 per week for electricity
bills. Those living away from home tended to have higher costs than those
living at home, and 21-24 year olds paid notably higher amounts than the
younger age groups.

•

Direct expenditure on food and meals (that is, in addition to any amount paid
through board) was estimated to average $31 per week overall. Those living at
home tended to spend on average around $10 less here than did their
counterparts in the same age group living away from home. The 21-24 year age
group spent more on average here than did the younger age groups. These
variations across groups of recipients are likely to largely reflect differences in
the propensity to pay board.

•

Respondents spent on average $18 per week on transport (public transport
fares, petrol, taxi fares), with the amount lower for those living away from
home and lower for 16-17 year olds.

•

Three quarters of respondents reported expenditure on public transport with an
average expenditure for these people of $13 per week and only slight variation
across recipient types. However, only a third of respondents held the Transport
Concession Certificate needed to obtain concessiona1 fares on public transport,
despite 95 per cent of respondents being eligible for the Certificate. It appeared
that two important reasons why a Certificate had not been obtained were
ignorance about its availability and the perceived effort required to obtain a
Certificate.
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•

Around 30 per cent of respondents reported expenditure on petrol (at an
average amount of $18 per week), roughly twice the proportion who had a
registered car or motorbike of their own. Both the incidence of registered motor
vehicle ownership and the average amount of any expenditure on petrol (where
paid), were lower for those living away from home and lower for 16-17 year
olds than for the older age groups.

•

Actual expenditure on meeting medical and health care costs was not sought in
the survey, but information on any assistance with these costs was. Overall, 16
per cent of respondents received some assistance from other people in meeting
these costs, with a notably high figure of 25 per cent for 16-17 year olds (other
than YHA recipients) and a generally higher figure for those living at home.
The concessions on the cost of medicines and pharmaceuticals that are
available to holders of a Health Care Card were important, with almost 80 per
cent of respondents reporting their use. Very few respondents had any form of
private health insurance cover.

•

Around 20 per cent of respondents were engaged in training at the time of
interviewing, with TAPE courses accounting for a third of such positions and
other vocational courses, such as Skillshare, accounting for a further quarter.
Costs associated with undertaking training averaged $20 per week, with
transport costs comprising about half of this figure. It should be noted that
these costs are not all in addition to previously identified costs (for example,
transport and meals costs have been previously covered) and, moreover, that
about three-quarters of those in training received some assistance toward the
incurred costs.

Other Transfers Between the Young Unemployed and Parents
•

Around 40 per cent of those respondents living away from home did not have
at least one parent living in Sydney. It was assumed that transfers, where
provided in the form of services, between these people and their parents would
be negligible. Subsequent references in this sub-section to respondents living
away from home only refer to the 60 per cent of this group with at least one
parent living in Sydney.

•

Few respondents living away from home received parental support in the form
of services, with the exception of occasional meals provided by parents. On the
other hand, for majorities of those living at home, parents washed clothes, did
ironing, and provided lifts. Parents provided use of a motor vehicle in about 30
per cent of cases, and did room cleaning for a similar proportion of
respondents.

•

Only around 10 per cent of respondents living at home did not receive from
parents at least one of five specified services, though this was the case for half
of those living away from home.
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•

A similar picture was obtained in the case of services provided in the opposite
direction: from survey respondents to their parents. Most of the selected
services were provided by respondents living at home. Few were provided by
respondents living away from home.

•

Around two-thirds of respondents living at home helped 'to pay for things' at
home. The propensity to do so showed a clear increase with increasing age of
respondent.

17.2

Profiles of Recipient Groups: At Home

We now turn to the presentation of the major findings on living circumstances in
terms of profiles of the nine groups of the young unemployed defined according to
age, whether living at home or away from home, and rate of payment. The
description focuses on comparisons among the five groups living at home and
among the four groups living away from home. A summary of the living
circumstances of the young unemployed living at home has been compiled in Table
17.1, and of those living away from home in Table 17.2.
16-17 Year Olds Living At Home

Among 16-17 year olds living at home, two groups were distinguished; those whose
JSA incomes were not affected by the parental income test and those whose JSA
payments were thus affected. Payments were reduced through the parental income
test for 30 per cent of the sample. With the potential to have two-earners in the
family, those living with both parents were more likely to have payments reduced by
the parental income test than were those living with just one parent.
Overall, almost half of the 16-17 year olds living at home were living with just one
parent. In around 60 per cent of cases, the parents of unemployed 16-17 year olds
living at home were themselves dependent on social security payments (Table 6.1).
This figure was far higher where the young unemployed person was living with just
one parent (Figure 6.4).
Unless affected by the parental income test, all 16-17 year olds at home received the
standard rate of JSA of $62.05 per week, with none in the sample having the amount
reduced through the application of the personal means tests. For the 30 per cent of
the group who were subject to benefit reduction due to the parental income test, their
JSA payments were reduced on average to just $36 per week. In two-thirds of these
cases, the reduction was of the maximum amount, leaving a JSA payment of $29 per
week.
Just under 30 per cent of 16-17 year olds living at home had income in addition to
their JSA payment. These were predominantly incomes from parents which, for
those who received them, had an average value of around $10 per week. Those who
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Table 17.1: Summary of Living Circumstances: Young Unemployed Living at Home

18-20 years

16-17 years

21-24 years

PIT

No PIT

New rate

Saved cases

No. of cases in sample

18

43

48

31

84

Living arrangements:
With both parents (%)
With one parent (%)

89

40

11

60

75
25

52
48

64
36

Incomes:
Mean DSS income ($/wk)

36

62

74

113

138

With private income (%)
With income from parents ~%)
Mean income from parents a)($/wk)

50
50
13

19
19
9

42
38
11

16
16
24

18
23

Mean total income ($/wk)

42

64

83

117

147

Housing costs:
Paying board (%)
Mean board(a)($/wk)
Mean housing costs ($/wk)

33
27
9

65
37
24

75
37
27

84
50
42

89
57
51

Other costs:
Mean utility costs(b)($/wk)
Mean food/meals costs ($/wk)
Mean transport costs ($/wk)

1
19
17

2
26
17

3
24
23

4
27
19

4
31
20

Selected total expenditure(c):
Mean expenditure ($/wk)

45

65

78

88

105

Other transfers to/from parents:
From parents(d)
To parents(e)

3.3
.44

2.7
.48

2.7
.47

2.2
.48

2.4
.49

Notes:

11

a) Mean among only those with income from source or with some expenditure on item.
b) Utilities include telephone, electricity and gas.
c) Sum of expenditure on housing, utilities, food, transport and laundry: i.e. EXP3 as
defined in Section 11.
d) Mean number of five selected serviced provided always or sometimes. See Section 9.
e) Mean score for frequency of assistance. See Section 9.

Source: Survey and DSS Masterfile data.
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Table 17.2: Summary of Living Circumstances:
Home
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Young Unemployed Living Away from

16-17 years

18-20 years

21-24 years

Not Homeless
rate

Homeless
rate

No. of cases in sample

20

32

57

56

Living arrangements:
Boarding (%)
Renting (%)
Other (%)

45
30
25

50
31
19

40
56
4

31
67
2

99

102

113
51
21

139
54
23

35
20
20

19
13
8

22
10
22

16
7
41

112

119

138

157

Housing costs:
Mean board(a)($/wk)
Mean rent(a)($/wk)
Mean housing costs ($/wk)

45
62
52

49
58
52

62
66
65

66
77
74

Other costs:
Mean utility costs(b)($/wk)
Mean food/meals costs ($/wk)
Mean transport costs ($/wk)

3
37
13

3
25
15

5
35
18

10
46
17

Selected total expenditure(c):
Mean expenditure ($/wk)

91

83

122

147

Other transfers to/from parents(d):
From parents(e)
To parents(f)

0.8
.07

0.9
.08

1.2
.13

1.1
.10

Incomes:
Mean base benefit ($/wk)
With Rent Assistance ~%)
Mean Rent Assistance a)($/wk)
With private income (%)
With income from parents ~%)
Mean income from parents a)($/wk)
Mean total income ($/wk)

Notes:

a) Mean among only those with income from source or with some expenditure on item.
b) Utilities include telephone, electricity and gas.
c) Sum of expenditure on housing, utilities, food, transport and laundry: i.e. EXP3 as
defined in Section 11".
d) Excludes the 40 per cent of cases with no parent living in Sydney.
e) Mean number of five selected serviced provided always or sometimes. See Section 9.
f) Mean score for frequency of assistance. See Section 9.

Source: Survey and DSS MasterfIle data.
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had their JSA payments reduced by the parental income test were more likely to
receive some income from parents than were their counterparts receiving the
standard rate of JSA, and the average value of these incomes was also somewhat
higher. Still, among those with JSA reduced by the parental income test, only half of
these young people received incomes from parents and the amounts of these incomes
did not approach the amount by which their JSA payments had been reduced.
Despite their low incomes, just over half of 16-17 year olds living at home were
paying board to their parents. With an average value of board payments of $35 per
week, where board was paid it accounted for well over half people's incomes. Those
with JSA reduced by the parental income test were less likely to pay board than were
those on the standard rate and also paid a lower amount of board on average. Still, a
third of these cases were paying board and at a level which left very little money for
other expenses.
For virtually all 16-17 year aIds living at home and paying board, the payments
covered all meals as well as accommodation, and, for the vast majority of cases, the
payments also covered contributions to household bills such as telephone and
electricity. Few 16-17 year aIds living at home made separate contributions to
telephone and electricity bills. Expenditure on food/meals averaged $24 per week
and on transport averaged $17 per week. Together, the costs of basics defined to
include housing, utilities (telephone, electricity and gas), food/meals, transport and
any laundry costs amounted to an average figure which was slightly higher than
average total income.

18·20 Year Olds Living at Home
Two-thirds of the unemployed 18-20 year olds living at home were living with both
parents; a higher proportion than that found for the 16-17 year olds. Still, a third of
18-20 year olds were living with just one of their parents. Parents, or the parent,
were themselves dependent on social security incomes in 45 per cent of cases.
Two groups of 18-20 year olds living at home were identified, with distinction
according to whether or not they were 'saved cases' receiving the rate of JSA/NSA
which had applied before the introduction of the lower 'at home' rate in September
1990. Around 40 per cent of the sample were 'saved cases' entitled to JSA/NSA of
$113.25 per week, considerably more than the 'new' rate of $74.55 per week which
applied to the remainder of the group. The applicable base rate of payment was
received by all 18-20 year olds except one where an amount of pay was being
witheld to recover a previous overpayment.
The remainder of this description of the 18-20 year olds concentrates on those paid
at the 'new' rate as this is the group representative of the current situation. No 'saved
cases' will exist after September 1993. Unless otherwise indicated, reference below
to 18-20 year olds is to those paid at the 'new' rate.
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Social security incomes were supplemented by other sources of income in around 40
per cent of cases. As for 16-17 year olds, in the great majority of cases it was parents
who provided the supplementary income. The 18-20 year olds were, thus, more
likely than the 16-17 year olds to receive incomes from parents, though the average
amounts of these incomes were similar for the two age groups: $11 per week for 1820 year olds, compared to $10 per week for 16-17 year olds.
Three-quarters of the 18-20 year olds living at home were paying board to their
parent(s), at an average rate of $37 per week. The proportion paying board is thus
higher than that for 16-17 year olds, though the average amount paid is similar.
As was the case with 16-17 year olds, board payments by 18-20 year olds living at
home overwhelmingly covered all meals and generally also covered some
contribution for telephone and electricity bills. Considerably higher proportions of
18-20 year olds than 16-17 year olds, however, were making separate payments
towards telephone and electricity bills. Around 40 per cent of 18-20 year olds were
making some direct contribution to telephone bills and about 35 per cent were doing
so with electricity bills (Table 8.6). These proportions are over double those found
for 16-17 year olds.
The 18-20 year olds reported expenditure on food and meals averaging $24 per
week, the same as that for 16-17 year olds, though the figure of $23 per week for
transport was higher than that for 16-17 year olds. Total expenditure on the selected
basic items was $78 per week on average, a little less than the average total income
for the group of $83 per week.
The 'saved cases', with their considerably higher social security incomes, differed
from their counterparts paid at the 'new' rate in a number of ways. Few (16 per cent)
of the 'saved cases' received supplementary incomes from parents, and few (16 per
cent) did not pay board to their parent(s). Board payments averaged $50 per week,
notably higher than the $37 per week paid by the other group of 18-20 year olds
living at home. Average expenditures on food/meals and on transport for the two
groups were broadly similar. A lower proportion of 'saved cases' received incomes
from parents, while a greater proportion paid board. Their higher average board
payments do not, however, outweigh their higher social security incomes. The
average expenditure by 'saved cases' on the selected basic items was $88 per week,
just $10 more than that for those paid at the new rate, while their average total
income of $117 per week was $34 higher than the corresponding figure for those
paid at the 'new' rate.
21-24 Year Olds Living at Home

As was found for 18-20 year olds, a third of the unemployed 21-24 year olds living
at home were living with just one of their parents. However, while less than half of
the 18-20 year olds were living with parents who were themselves in receipt of a
social security pension or benefit, this was the case with around 60 per cent of the
21-24 year olds living at home.
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All but three (two cases with witheld amounts and one with payment reduced by the
income test) of this group were receiving the basic rate of JSA/NSA of $138.85 per
week. Only 18 per cent of 21-24 year olds had supplementary incomes from other
sources, a lower proportion than that for the younger age groups. Even fewer Gust 11
per cent) received income from parents, indicating that supplementary incomes from
other sources (particularly wages from part-time and casual work) were more
important for this group than for the younger age groups. It remains, though, that
wage incomes still constituted only a minor source of income for this group.
Almost 90 per cent of the 21-24 year olds were paying board to their parent(s), at an
average amount of $57 per week. Average expenditures on food/meals and on
transport, respectively $31 per week and $20 per week, were only slightly higher, if
at all, than the corresponding figures for the younger age groups. Average total
expenditure on the selected basic items amounted to $105 per week, $42 less than
average total weekly income.
Variations with Age: Living at Home
From the above description and the material in Table 17.1, there appear to be some
clear patterns of variation with age in the living circumstances of the young
unemployed. On the income side, on top of the fundamental variation in benefit
rates:
•

the prevalence of supplementary incomes from parents decreases with age, at
least after the 18-20 year age group; and

•

the prevalence of supplementary incomes from other sources (principally
wages) increases with age, but remains a minor source.

Incomes from parents thus tend to counter to a small extent the variation with age in
rates of benefit. The effect of supplementary incomes from other sources is in the
opposite direction, though again slight. Supplementary incomes are no doubt
important for those who receive them, though, on average, the net effect of
supplementary incomes on the pattern of social security incomes is slight. If
anything, supplementary incomes have a small moderating affect on the basic age
variation in social security incomes.
On the expenditure side, the key source of variation in the costs of the young
unemployed living at home emerges as housing costs; specifically:
•

the proportion paying board to parents increases with age; and

•

the average amount of board payments increases with age.

On the other hand, average expenditure on food/meals and on transport exhibit little
variation across the age groups. The indicators of the extent of non-cash transfers
between parents and their unemployed children (Table 17.1) also show little
variation with age. If anything, the indicator of non-cash assistance from parents
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suggests a slight decline in the provision of such assistance with increasing age of
the young unemployed person.
With increasing age, the combination of an increasing proportion of people paying
board to their parent(s) and an increasing amount of board paid results in increasing
average housing costs. The magnitude of the increase with age in housing costs is,
however, considerably less than the increase in social security incomes. About a
third of each step up in the rate of benefit is taken up by the payment of higher
housing costs.
In considering this variation in housing costs with age, care should be taken not to
assume that it implies there is some inherent variation in housing costs with age.
Indeed, the material in Table 17.1 suggests that average housing costs have more to
do with average income than with age. Within each of the two age groups with two
base rates of payment (16-17 and 18-20 year olds), there is considerable variation in
average housing costs between the two groups of recipients of the same age. For
example, the average housing costs of 18-20 year old 'saved' cases are markedly
higher than those of 18-20 year olds receiving the new lower rate of payment.

When we are looking at the young unemployed living at home, their housing costs
should really be seen as a form of parental cash support. The level of housing costs
will then largely be determined by the views of parents and their unemployed
children as to what is reasonable payment given their respective circumstances. It
will be recalled from Section 8.1 that the vast majority of those living at home and
paying board believed their payments were reasonable. It is possible that age is a
consideration in determining when a child should start paying board, though the
results presented in Section 8.1 revealed a stronger association with receipt of an
independent income.
Supplementing the basic structure of income support, the key factor affecting the
fmancial circumstances of the young unemployed living at home is thus the degree
of parental support; provided in the form of cash payments and/or through
arrangements for the payment of board. The impact of this parental support is shown
in Figure 17.1 which, for the five groups of recipients living at home, compares
average social security incomes with these incomes after adding payments from
parents and deducting board payments made to parents. Other elements could be
added, such as direct contributions to household bills, but their inclusion will not
affect the broad picture.
The broad picture shown by Figure 17.1 is of parental support moderating the
differentials between the social security payments for each group. That this occurs
not only in the case of the differences between age groups, but also for the
differences within age groups, suggests that the degree of parental support is more
closely related to the level of social security income than it is to age itself. Parental
support does, however, only partly moderate the social security differentials.
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Figure 17.1: Impact of Parental Support on Mean Incomes of Respondents Living at Home
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Survey and DSS Masterfile data.

Profiles of Recipient Groups: Away from Home

16-17 Year Olds Living Away from Home
Two groups of 16-17 year old JSA recipients living away from home were
distinguished: according to whether or not they were paid at the Homeless rate of
JSA (respectively referred to below as the Homeless and non-Homeless groups).
Those not paid at the Homeless rate could be receiving either the Independent rate
(equivalent in value to the Homeless rate) or the much lower Standard rate of JSA.
In fact, only one case in the sample of 16-17 year olds living away from home was
not receiving JSA at either the Homeless or the Independent rate. The following
description of circumstances is thus not applicable to the situations of any 16-17 year
olds living away from home but paid at the Standard rate.
Apart from the single case of payment at the Standard rate, all 16-17 year olds living
away from home received JSA at the rate of $102.40 per week. There were no
variations in the rate of payment due to means testing or the recovery of
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overpayments and, at the time of the survey, those under 18 years old were not
eligible for Rent Assistance.
Social security incomes were supplemented by other sources in the case of 35 per
cent of the non-Homeless group and 20 per cent of the Homeless group. Whereas the
private incomes received by 16-17 year olds living at home had been
overwhelmingly cases of payments from parents, supplementary incomes from other
sources were of greater importance for those living away from home. Payments from
parents still accounted for at least half the number of supplementary incomes,
including those received by the Homeless group, but, in terms of value, other sources
and particularly wages were more important. The average value of supplementary
incomes, for the quarter of 16-17 year olds living away from home who received
them, was $15 per week.
Around half of all 16-17 year olds living away from home were boarding in private
houses, a further third were renting, and the remainder had other accommodation
including, in particular, boarding houses and refuges. The housing costs of the nonHomeless and Homeless groups were quite similar; boarders paying on average
around $45 per week, renters paying on average around $60 per week, and housing
costs overall averaging $52 per week.
While a considerably higher proportion of 16-17 year olds living away from home
than their counterparts living at home make direct contributions to utility bills
(telephone, electricity and gas) (Table 8.6), average expenditure on utilities is stll a
relatively low $3 per week. Average expenditure on food/meals was notably higher
for the non-Homeless group ($37 per week) than for the Homeless group ($25 per
week), though average transport expenditure for the two groups was similar at
around $15 per week.
Together, expenditure on basics amounted to $91 per week for the non-Homeless
group and $83 per week for the Homeless group, with the difference largely
attributable to the difference between the two groups in reported expenditure on
food/meals.
18-20 Year Olds Living Away from Home
The base rate of JSA/NSA for 18-20 year olds living away from home was $113.25
per week. None of the cases in this group had social security payments reduced
through means testing. On the other hand, around half of the group received Rent
Assistance in addition to their base payment, with an average value of Rent
Assistance of $21 per week.
Only 22 per cent of 18-20 year olds living away from home received private incomes
to supplement their social security payments, including just 10 per cent who received
incomes from parents. Compared to 16-17 year olds, the prevalence of
supplementary private incomes is lower for 18-20 year olds, and incomes from
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parents are a less important share of these. Still, private incomes are important for
the 22 per cent receiving them: with an average value of $56 per week.
Where a third of 16-17 year aids living away from home were renting, this was the
case with 56 per cent of the 18-20 year aIds. The great majority of the remainder
were boarding privately with the other category (boarding houses and refuges)
insignificant for this group. The housing costs paid by boarders and renters in this
group were similar, with an average payment of $65 per week.
These housing payments are about 25 per cent higher than those paid by 16-17 year
olds. Average payments for the other basic expenditure categories shown in Table
17.2 are also generally higher for 18-20 year olds than for 16-17 year olds. Average
total expenditure on basics amounted to $122 per week.
21-24 Year Olds Living Away from Home

The most important supplement to the base rates of benefit ($138.85 per week)
received by 21-24 year olds living away from home was Rent Assistance. Like 18-20
year olds, around half the group received Rent Assistance with an average value of
$23 per week.
Of the four groups of recipients living away from home, 21-24 year aIds reported the
lowest prevalence of private incomes from any source (reported by just 16 per cent
of the group) and the lowest prevalence of incomes from parents (reported by just 7
per cent).
The difference between the living arrangements of 16-17 and 18-20 year aIds, which
was identified above, continues with the 21-24 year olds. Most (67 per cent) of 2124 year aids were renting, with almost all the remainder boarding privately. The
amount of board paid by 21-24 year olds (an average of $66 per week) was similar to
the amount paid by 18-20 year old boarders, though rents paid by 21-24 year aids
were higher on average: $77 per week compared to $66 per week.
With the exception of transport expenditure ($17 per week), the average payments
for the other basic expenditure categories are considerably higher for 21-24 than 1820 year aIds. The total expenditure on basics as defined here amounted to an average
of $147 per week.
Variations with Age: Living Away from Home

Variations with age in the fmancial circumstances of the young unemployed living at
home could be summarised above in terms of two factors: the base rates of benefit
and the extent of parental support. In the case of the young unemployed living away
from home, the picture is different.
The extent of parental support of the young unemployed living away from home is
low and any variation with age in the extent of this support is only a minor factor in
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the picture. This is the case with both cash and non-cash support from parents. The
prevalence of income from parents decreases with age but is, at most, received by
just 20 per cent of non-Homeless 16-17 year olds. Non-cash transfers between
parents and their young unemployed children are negligible even after making
allowance for the fact that 40 per cent of the young unemployed living away from
home did not have at least one of their parents living in Sydney.
Besides the age variation in basic rates of social security, the most important factor
in the variation in circumstances with age would appear to be the availability of Rent
Assistance to 18-20 and 21-24 year olds but not, at the time of the survey, to 16-17
year olds. Rent Assistance boosts the social security incomes for those who receive it
(around half of the 18-20 and 21-24 year olds) by the order of 15 to 20 per cent.
Clear variations with age were also found in the amounts spent on housing and other
basics by the young unemployed living away from home. Whether these should be
considered a factor in a variation of circumstances with age is, however,
questionable. These cost variations are more likely to reflect the differences in
incomes between the groups.
Take the example of expenditure on housing. Average weekly housing costs
increased from $52 for 16-17 year olds to $65 for 18-20 year olds and $74 for 21-24
year olds. Part of this variation reflects the proportions of each group boarding as
opposed to the generally more expensive renting. The greater prevalence of boarding
among the younger groups is likely to reflect both constraints and preferences: the
cost advantage of boarding, difficulties of access to rental accommodation, and some
preference for boarding.
The variation with age in housing costs is not, however, entirely attributable to a
compositional effect. The average rent paid by renters increases with age. There is
no reason to believe that landlords take age into account when setting rents and the
variation in rents paid is most likely a reflection of the different qualities of
accommodation that can be afforded.
The difficulty of disentangling whether expenditure variations reflect differences in
costs faced or differences in capacity to pay is the fundamental reason why a simple
examination of expenditures is not an appropriate basis for judging the relative needs
of different groups. The assessment of the relative adequacy of social security
incomes requires different information which was presented in Sections 10 to 15 and
is summarised in the next section.

18

Relative Adequacy

18.1

Four Perspectives

The pattern of adequacy was described according to four perspectives:
•
•
•
•

Expenditure to Income Ratios;
Financial Constraints;
Change in Net Savings; and
Perceived Minimum Incomes.

Expenditure to Income Ratios

•

According to this indicator of adequacy, the higher the proportion of income
that is devoted to necessities, the less adequate that income is seen to be.

•

Using the data available from this survey, the preferred measure of this
indicator here is taken to be the proportion of total income devoted to meeting
the sum of housing, electricity, gas, telephone, food, transport and laundry
costs.

•

Overall, the median value of the proportion of income taken up by these costs
was 88 per cent. Across recipient types, this figure ranged from around 100 per
cent for 16-17 year olds living at home to low figures of between 60 and 70 per
cent for 18-20 year old 'saved cases' living at home and 21-24 year olds living
at home.

•

Among 16-17 year olds, the expenditure to income ratio is higher for those
living at home than away from home, though the reverse is the case for the
other age groups. This is attributable to the very low incomes of 16-17 year
olds living at home. Among just those living at home, the ratio declines with
age.

•

Examination of variation in the ratio between different housing arrangements
revealed the incomes of renters to be the least adequate across all three age
groups, leaving very little income after payment of the above specified costs.

•

For those young unemployed living at home, not surprisingly, the expenditure
to income ratios are lower for those who pay no board than for those who do
pay board. Within each of these housing arrangements, there is a general
reduction in the ratios, and thus increasing income adequacy, with age.

•

For those living away from home, comparison of the expenditure to income
ratios shows more adequate incomes for boarders than for renters. There is
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some evidence of improving adequacy with age, but not to the extent seen for
those living at home.

Financial Constraints
•

Several indicators of financial constraint impinging on different aspects of
people's lives were examined, before their combination in one form of a
composite indicator. The various elements considered included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

falling behind with housing payments;
falling behind with telephone, electricity and gas payments;
unaffordability of medicaVdental treatment;
going without and cutting back;
affordability of participation in activities;
the role of cost in satisfaction with living arrangements;
the role of cost in satisfaction with location; and
cost as a barrier to employment or training.

Variation in each of these indicators across recipient types is described in the main
body of the report. Here, only broad features of each element are described before
variation between recipient types is considered in terms of the composite indicator.
•

Among those respondents living away from home, few reported that they often
fell behind with their housing payments. However, around 45 per cent said that
they fell behind often or sometimes. Falling behind was more prevalent among
renters than among boarders.

•

In those cases where specific payments were made to meet electricity or
telephone bills, around 40 per cent of respondents reported falling behind with
these payments at some stage during their current spell of unemployment.

•

About a third of all respondents reported that there was some medical or dental
treatment that they thought they needed but could not afford. Such instances
were predominantly references to dental treatment, and tended to be more
prevalent among those living away from home than among those living at
home.

•

Respondents were asked whether they ever had to go without or cut back on
any of nine selected items because they could not afford them. Visits to the
dentist and buying clothes were the two items most frequently forgone, each
done so by around a quarter of respondents. On average, respondents went
without or cut back on three of the nine specified items, the extent of going
without or cutting back being notably greater for those living away from home
and, particularly, for renters.

•

The indicator of fmancial constraint on participation in activities was obtained
by presenting respondents with a list of activities and asking them how often
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they could afford to participate in those in which they were interested. On
average, respondents could afford to participate in those activities of interest
somewhere between 'most of the time' and 'less often'. There was little
variation in the scores on a summary measure here for different groups of
respondents.
•

Overall, the level of satisfaction with present dwelling and living arrangements
was high: around 85 per cent of respondents described their housing as 'good'
or 'OK' in terms of: cost, comfort, the people they lived with and
security/stability. Cost was the most frequently mentioned disadvantage, but
still noted by only around 15 per cent of respondents. The indicator of financial
constraint here was defined in terms of those situations where someone
identified 'bad' aspects of their current housing, would like to move, but saw
cost as a barrier to moving. The responses of only six per cent of all
respondents fulfilled all these three conditions.

•

The degree of satisfaction with area of residence was lower than that found for
dwelling and living arrangements. Just under half of all respondents described
their area as 'good' or 'OK' in terms of distances to family, friends, job and
training opportunities, access to public transport and safety. The indicator of
financial constraint used here followed the form of the housing indicator
described above. Overall, 15 per cent of respondents identified 'bad' aspects of
their current location, would like to move, but saw cost as a barrier to moving.

•

Overall, 60 per cent of respondents identified costs to be a barrier to gaining
employment, either through the cost of transport, the cost of clothing, or the
cost of participating in necessary training. Still, it should be noted that cost
factors, while obviously important, were not the major factors identified as
barriers to employment. Besides the sheer shortage of jobs, lack of work
experience and lack of skills were the two most frequently mentioned barriers
to employment. The most frequently mentioned barrier to participation in
training was simply the shortage of training opportunities.

A simple composite indicator which combined the above eight indicators of financial
constraint was devised. The composite indicator gave each of the eight indicators
equal weight and could range from a value of '1', for a high degree of financial
constraint, to '0', for a low degree of fmancial constraint.
•

Overall, the average value of this composite indicator was 0.33 (which means
little in itself but serves as a point of comparison). Among recipient types, the
average value ranged from 0.45 for 21-24 year olds living away from home (the
highest degree of financial constraint) to 0.18 for those 16-17 year olds living
at home with payments reduced by the parental income test (the lowest degree
of financial constraint).

•

A clear pattern emerged of a greater degree of financial constraints upon those
living away from home than upon those living at home.
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For a given housing arrangement, this measure of financial constraint exhibits
little variation with the age of recipient, except for renters where the degree of
fmancial constraint appears to increase with age.

Change in Net Savings

Information was not sought from respondents on actual levels of savings and debt,
but they were asked whether they had any savings or debts at the start of their
current spell of unemployment and how these levels had changed since. Because no
indication can thus be given of the magnitude of any such changes, the results here
need to be interpreted with some caution.
•

Around a third of all respondents had some savings at the start of their current
period of unemployment. In practically all of these cases, their level of savings
had since diminished. In just under 10 per cent of cases, the level of savings
had been increased over the period of unemployment.

•

A quarter of all respondents reported having had debts at the beginning of this
period of unemployment. Since then, there was no change in debt levels for
around two-thirds of respondents, increasing debt for a quarter of respondents,
and some decrease in debt levels for just under 10 per cent of respondents.

Changes in levels of savings and debt need to be looked at simultaneously since
income inadequacy can be manifest in either reduced savings or increased debt.
Thus, change in the level of net savings is examined, with net savings defined as
savings minus debt. For about 10 per cent of cases, change in net savings was
ambiguous, and these cases are excluded from the following results.
•

Overall, around 40 per cent of respondents reported a decline in net savings
over this period of unemployment.

•

Notably low proportions of 16-17 year olds living at home reported decline in
net savings. Here, though, it is necessary to note that decline in net savings
should be seen as both an indicator of income adequacy and as an indicator of
the capacity to draw on savings or to accumulate debt.

•

Among those living away from home, decline in net savings is markedly more
prevalent among renters than among boarders. For those living at home, the
incidence is greater for those paying board than for those not paying board.

•

With increasing age, there is a fall in the incidence of declining net savings
among those living away from home, but the suggestion of the opposite
relationship for those living at home.
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Perceived Minimum Incomes

The findings here concentrate on responses to a question about what respondents
thought would be the very lowest weekly income they needed just to make ends
meet, in particular, the relationship between these responses and their actual
incomes. About 10 per cent of respondents could not answer the question and were
excluded from the presentation of results. To minimise the influence of extreme
cases, the presentation here refers to median results.
•

Overall, respondents believed they would need an income about 30 per cent
higher than at present just to make ends meet, though this figure varied
considerably between different groups of respondents.

•

ID the case of 21-24 year olds, whether living at or away from home, actual
incomes approached those perceived as necessary to make ends meet, with a
gap of the order of 10 per cent.

•

For 18-20 year olds, the perceived shortfall was around 25 per cent for those
living away from home and for 'saved cases' living at home. Those living at
home on the new lower rate of payment, however, thought they needed half as
much income again in order to make ends meet.

•

The responses for the four 16-17 year old recipient types varied considerably.
Homeless-rate recipients thought they needed 25 per cent more income than at
present to make ends meet, and other JSA recipients living away from home
thought they needed around 50 per cent more. Regarding those living at home,
those whose payments were not reduced by the parental income test thought
they needed about 60 per cent more just to make ends meet, while those with
incomes reduced by the parental income test thought they needed over twice
what they were getting.

•

ID general, there is evidence in these results of the proportionate gap between
actual incomes and perceived necessary incomes declining with increasing age,
particularly for those living at home, of it being higher for those living at home
than for those living away from home, and, among those living away from
home, being higher for renters than for boarders.

Financial Vulnerability

The degree of financial vulnerability is seen not as a perspective on income
adequacy but, rather, as a factor which may condition the concern with adequacy.
•

For those respondents living at home, the most frequently mentioned recourse
that would be taken in the event of running short of money would be to ask
parents for money. For those living away from home, the most frequent
recourse would be to cut back on essentials.
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Just over a half of all respondents said they could not raise $100 in a week if
they needed it. The proportion who could not do so was notably higher for 1617 year olds than for the two older age groups.

18.2

Some Broad Tentative Conclusions on Relative
Adequacy

It is not the task of this report to reach conclusions regarding the overall pattern of
adequacy provided by the structure of income support for the young unemployed. It
is possible, however, to put forward some broad and tentative conclusions.
As the description of matters of adequacy in Sections 10 to 15 of this report
proceeded, with the progressive consideration of additional indicators of income
adequacy, it soon became clear that a defmitive picture of the pattern of adequacy
was not going to simply appear from the data. Different indicators gave different
results for the relative positions of variously defined groups of respondents. This is
shown clearly in Tables 18.1 and 18.2 which show the ranks of the values for the key
indicator under each of the four perspectives on adequacy: firstly, according to
recipient type (Table 18.1) and, secondly, according to age and living arrangements
(Table 18.2). The higher the rank value in these two tables, the lower is the degree of
adequacy according to each indicator.
Comparison of the ranks of indicator values is obviously a crude form of analysis: it
says nothing about the magnitude of the difference in the scores between two groups,
just that one is higher than the other. But this is simply a first scan of the results,
with no claims to great sophistication. Nevertheless, if a particular group
consistently appeared at a certain position in the ranking, then it is likely to mean
something. A glance at Tables 18.1 and 18.2 gives the impression that the ranks are
all over the place, but some pattern can be detected if the focus is shifted away from
individual rank values to a broader distinction between high, medium and low rank
values. Doing so yields some tentative conclusions about the pattern of adequacy.
With distinction between groups of respondents defined by recipient type (Table
18.1), the groups with the most adequate incomes appear to be:
•
•
•

21-24 year olds living at home;
21-24 year olds living away from home; and
18-20 year olds (saved cases) living at home.

These three groups stand out from the others and, among these three, the first stands
out as the group with the most adequate income. There is less to separate the
remaining groups, though those groups with the least adequate incomes appear to be:
•
•

18-20 year olds (new rate) living at home; and
16-17 year olds living away from home (JSA paid at either the
Independent or Homeless rate).
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Table 18.1: Four Indicators of Adequacy: Ranks oflndicator Values by Recipient Type(a)

Perspective on adequacy

Recipient Type
16-17 year olds:
At home (no PIT reduction)
At home (pIT reduction)
Away from home
Homeless rate
18-20 year oIds:
At home (new rate)
At home (saved cases)
Away from home
21-24 year oIds:
At home
Away from home
Note:

Expenditure
Share

Financial
Constraint

Net
Savings

Perceived
Minimum
Income

8
9

4

3

1
6
7

2
1
7
8

8
9
7
5

7
1
6

2
5
8

9
4
4

6
3
3

2

2
9

6
3

1
2

5

4

a) Higher rank = lower degree of adequacy.

Regarding this latter group (which does in fact incorporate two of the recipient types
distinguished throughout this report), it is worth noting that the degree of financial
vulnerability appears to be higher for the youngest of the unemployed and for those
living away from home (Section 15). This suggests that this group of the young
unemployed is likely to suffer greater hardship than other groups if incomes are
inadequate. It is also worth a reminder here that the sample did not include any 1617 year olds living away from home but paid at the low rate when unable to qualify
for either the Independent or Homeless rate. The situation of this group of the young
unemployed can only be guessed at.
Looking back to the three groups which appear to have the most adequate incomes
and considering that the third of these groups will disappear in a few months time, a
general conclusion from the above is that the structure of income support provides
less adequate incomes for those under 21 than it does for those 21 year olds and
over.
Turning now to further distinction between groups of the young unemployed defined
according to age and living arrangements (Table 18.2), there is a suggestion of some
elements of a broad pattern.
•

Among those living away from home, and within each age group, renters
appear to have less adequate incomes than boarders.
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Table 18.2: Four Indicators of Adequacy: Ranks of Indicator Values by Age and Housing
Arrangement(a)

Perspective on adequacy
Expenditure
Share

Financial
Constraint

Net
Savings

Perceived
Minimum
Income

At home
16-17: no board
board

8
11

1
5

2
3

11
12

18-20:

no board
board

2
7

2
6

6
11

7
7

21-24:

no board
board

1
3

4
3

6
9

9
2

Away from home
16-17: board
rent

5
12

11
7

5
12

1
10

18-20:

board
rent

6
10

8
10

3
10

4
5

21-24:

board
rent

4
9

8
12

1
6

2
6

Note:

a) Higher rank = lower degree of adequacy.

•

Among those living away from home, and separately for boarders and renters,
the adequacy of incomes appears to increase with age.

•

Among those living at home, those paying no board appear generally to have
more adequate incomes than do those paying board.

From Table 18.2, the groups which appear to have the most adequate incomes are:
•

all groups of 21-24 year olds, other than renters; and

•

18-20 year olds living at home and not paying board.

The groups with the least adequate incomes appear to be:
•

renters in all three age groups.

Finally here, a general comment is warranted on the variation in the results obtained
through the use of different indicators. This should be no surprise, given that the
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indicators are measuring different things. They focus on different aspects of income
adequacy and from different perspectives. Without a single indicator of the degree of
income adequacy, the key question becomes one of deciding how much importance
to assign to particular indicators, and this is a matter for further analysis which is
outlined in the following sub-section. Incidentally, one general conclusion that can
be made with some confidence on the basis of the work here is that one should be
very wary of any conclusions on relative adequacy which are based on a single
indicator of some aspect of adequacy. The picture thus obtained may well be more a
reflection of tastes, particular circumstances, or aspirations than of the degree of
income adequacy.

18.3

Directions for Further Analysis

Using the data collected in the survey undertaken for this study, there is some scope
for further elaboration of the picture of the living circumstances of the young
unemployed which was presented in Sections 5 to 9. The data has the potential, for
example, to throw some light on the question of how the degree of parental support
for the young unemployed varies according to whether or not parents are themselves
dependent on pension or benefit incomes. The main scope for further analysis of the
survey data, however, concerns the indicators of adequacy: specifically, advancing
from the description of a range of indicators of adequacy to conclusions regarding
the overall pattern of adequacy.
The tentative nature of the broad conclusions presented above must be stressed.
They are founded on a simple examination of the rank scores on four indicators of
income adequacy, without consideration of the magnitudes of variation in the scores,
let alone consideration of whether more importance should be assigned to one
indicator than an other. There is also the question of whether the presented indicators
are the most appropriate that can be devised for each of the four perspectives on
income adequacy.
Before conclusions can be presented with more confidence, further critical and
exploratory analysis would be required on particular indicators and on the way in
which they are brought together. Such analysis would not ultimately lead to the basis
for a defmitive statement on the pattern of adequacy, for there is always going to be
a role for value judgements on what is important and what is not, but it would bring
the material closer to that point. The types of analysis required are illustrated below.
The Nature of the Indicators

At a first level, it is necessary to carefully consider the nature of the indicators~ to
ascertain just what it is they are measuring and to clearly identify any implicit
assumptions. Each of the key indicators used here has its strengths and weaknesses
as an indicator of the degree of income adequacy.
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The expenditure to income ratio indicator can be questioned, for example, with
regard to the quality of the expenditure and income data from which it is calculated.
For those on the lowest incomes, the value of this indicator will be very sensitive to,
say, $5 here or there in the estimate of how much is spent each week on food and
meals. Is the list of expenditure items defmed as necessities in this indicator
reasonable? In any case, information on expenditure says nothing about the quality
of what is being bought. Someone may be able to keep their housing costs down, but
only by living in very poor quality housing.
The composite indicator of fmancial constraint used here was acknowledged as only
one of a number of alternative forms. The particular indicator used assigned equal
weight to eight component indicators, some of which were themselves composite
indicators. The weighting pattern in this indicator deserves to be investigated. It can
also be claimed that this indicator is partial in that the manifestations of financial
constraint upon which it is based may be avoided if there is a possibility to
supplement income either by drawing on savings or by running up debt. Perhaps the
indicators of financial constraint and of change in net savings should be combined in
some way.
Alone, the indicator of change in net savings is probably the least satisfactory of the
four key indicators. The value of the indicator takes no account of the magnitude of
any change in net savings and, with the available data, could not be determined in a
significant number of cases. An important qualification to this indicator is that
change in net savings will reflect both the adequacy of income and the capacity to
draw on savings or to run up debt. Perhaps this indicator should only be used in
some form of conjunction with the indicator of financial constraint.
The perceived minimum income indicator is direct and easy to interpret but does
require qualification. Firstly, the matter of the quality of the responses to the
minimum income question can be raised, while noting that what is important is the
existence of any biases in the difficulty respondents found in answering the question.
More fundamentally, there is the question of what underlies people's own
perceptions of how much income they need. How do they define their needs? How
much is based on aspirations? How much is it affected by their current
circumstances? Does 'to make ends meet' refer to their existing situation or to some
hypothetical situation?
There are clearly plenty of questions to pursue at this level toward developing a
clearer picture of the properties of particular indicators and how good they are as
indicators of income adequacy.

Plausibility of the Results
One way to assess how good an indicator is would be to consider the plausibility of
the results obtained. In general, it may be considered that this type of analysis risks
selection of indicators according to the results one would like to see. Here, however,
it is possible to make this assessment with a degree of objectivity by referring back
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to the conclusions in Section 3.1 about what could be inferred about the pattern of
adequacy without reference to empirical data.
For example, it was concluded that the degree of adequacy for those living at home
would increase with age unless variations in costs or in parental support
compensated for the variation in rates of income support. The material presented in
Sections 5 to 9 and summarised in Section 17 suggests that compensation to this
extent does not occur: expenditure on housing (a reflection of parental support for
those living at home), for example, does increase with age but not of the order
required to compensate for the variation in rates. We would thus still expect the
degree of adequacy to increase with age for those living at home. Some of the
indicators show this, while others do not. In a similar fashion, the results here can be
compared with some of the other a priori conclusions.
Another way to check the plausibility of the results arises through the existence of
two groups of 18-20 year olds living at home but receiving very different levels of
income support. At one stage consideration was given to deleting the 18-20 year old
'saved cases' from the sample on the grounds that this group was only a temporary
phenomenon. It was realised, however, that this group can in fact be considered as
an 'experimental' group, the sort of group which would be created if the research
design allowed payment of different rates to different people in the same
circumstances and then observed the outcomes in terms of living conditions. Ethics
would normally forbid the deliberate creation of such a group in the interests of
research but here we have one by default.
The two groups of 18-20 year olds living at home appear to be comparable in terms
of matters such as the proportion paying board, though the 'saved cases' will
obviously have longer durations of unemployment. We would expect a notably
higher level of adequacy for the 'saved cases' than for the other group. This is the
case with the expenditure to income ratio, net savings and perceived minimum
income indicators, but not with the fmancial constraints indicator.
Statistical Testing
A strenth of this study, compared to other investigations of the circumstances of the
young unemployed, has been the relatively large sample size. This does not,
however, mean that all the results will be statistically significant. While an attempt
has been made throughout the report to avoid presenting results based on excessively
small cell sizes, interpretation of the results could benefit from testing for statistical
significance.
Statistical testing also has an important role to play in exploring the relationships
between particular indicators of adequacy and between indicators and characteristics
of the young unemployed. With the first of these types of analysis, it would be
useful, for example, to investigate the degree of correlation between the various
indicators which make up the composite indicator of fmancial constraint. This would
assist in any reformulation of that indicator. The importance of the second type of
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analysis lies in the need to identify the lines along which the degree of adequacy
varies, a matter taken up below.

The Delineators of Relative Adequacy
Most of the further analysis outlined above refers to the indicators of income
adequacy. It is just as important that further attention be focused on the way in which
groups of the young unemployed are defined. The basic distinction in this report has
been on recipient types which are essentially defined according to the existing
structure of income support for the young unemployed. This would be all very well
if the purpose was solely to assess the existing structure with regard to relativities of
income adequacy. However, a constructive purpose to the work requires that the
delineators of the existing structure be questioned. Are age and living arrangements,
as currently defined, the most appropriate basic delineators in the structure of income
support for the young unemployed?
This question requires examination of variations in the degree of income adequacy
along other lines besides those currently used in the specification of entitlements. To
some extent, this has been done in this report through additional consideration of
variations in the degree of adequacy between groups defmed according to age and
housing arrangements, and some reference to groups defined according to duration
of benefit receipt and according to whether or not any income is received from
parents. There is, however, scope for much further work exploring the characteristics
with which the degree of income adequacy varies.
It may turn out that the current delineators of the system are the most appropriate. It
may, on the other hand, turn out that other factors such as housing arrangements
should assume greater importance. They are already partly included in the existing
structure through the distinction according to living arrangements and the
entitlements to Rent Assistance.
Whatever grouping is conceived, it is important to recognise the considerable
variation in the circumstances of the young unemployed, even within quite narrowly
defmed groups. This was brought home by the survey fieldwork, and is indicated by
the extracts from individual cases presented in the report, but is largely concealed by
the presentation of results in terms of group averages or proportions. No
administratively feasible structure of income support for the young unemployed
would be able to attain perfect equality in the degree of income adequacy provided.
Rather, the structure of income support needs to balance the variations in
circumstances between defined groups with the variations in circumstances within
each group. To move closer to this is a practical objective and one which will be
assisted by the material in this report.

Appendix One: Evolution of the
Present Structure of Income Support
for the Young Unemployed
From the introduction of Unemployment Benefit in 1944, up until 1973, payment
rates for the single unemployed varied according to three age categories. There was
a 'junior' rate for 16 and 17 year olds, an 'intermediate' rate for 18 to 20 year oids,
and an 'adult' rate for those aged 21 years or over. Since 1973, however, there has
been considerable variation in the structure of payments for the young unemployed
leading to the structure we have today. A chronology of key events in the evolution
of the present structure is shown in Figure ALl, while Table ALl shows the
maximum weekly rates of payment of benefit since 1972 for the young unemployed
and, for comparison, for those aged 21 years or over. Clearly, the structure of
payments has undergone dramatic changes. The circumstances and nature of these
changes are described below.
This Appendix describes changes in income support up to the time of the survey in
1991. Subsequent changes of relevance have been noted in footnotes to Section 2 of
the main text.

1

Age-related Payments (1944-82)

As mentioned above, Unemployment Benefit was paid at three age-related rates
from its introduction in 1944 until 1973. The original justification for this agerelated structure, however, is obscure. Wilson (1991: 2) has noted the absence of
any debate on the age-related structure at the time of the original legislation and
concluded that such a structure was either simply taken for granted or was perhaps
based on relativities in the wage system.
In March 1973, the Whitlam Government removed the age differential and single
unemployed people were paid at a uniform rate: the 'junior' and 'intermediate' rates
were raised to the 'adult' rate. The justification for this shift was a belief that needs
did not vary with age. According to the Minister of Social Security at the time:

In setting common benefit rates '" we have largely established
the principle that common needs deserve common rates of
benefit. (Cited by Simpson, 1983: 268)

Simpson (1983: 268) cited selections from the debate on the legislation introducing
the uniform rate which provide an interesting introduction to some of the issues
which have been central to subsequent discussions of the structure of income support
for the young unemployed. Concern for the individual consequences of inadequate
payments for the young unemployed was expressed by a Government backbencher.
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Figure AI.I: Income Support for the Single Young Unemployed: A Chronology of Changes

1944:

Unemployment Benefit introduced. Paid according to 3 age-related rates: 16-17,
18-20 and 21 or over.

1973:

Age differential in benefit rates removed. 'Junior' and 'intermediate' rates raised to
'adult' rate.

1975:

Two-tier structure introduced to benefit rates. 16-17 year olds now paid at 'junior'
rate; those 18 or over paid at 'adult' rate.

1983:

Benefit for those aged 18 or over indexed automatically every six months. Rate for
16-17 year olds increased on ad hoc basis.

1984:

Ad hoc increase in November restricted to 16-17 year olds in receipt of benefit for 6
months or more.

1985:

Reintroduction of 'intermediate' benefitrate for 18-20 year olds. Removal of
distinction according to duration of receipt for 16-17 year olds. Beginning of
alignment of unemployment benefit and education allowance rates (to be phased in
over 3 years).

1986:

Extension of Rent Assistance to Unemployment Benefit recipients aged 18 or over
after 26 week waiting period, provided recipient not living with parents. Introduction
in July of Youth Homeless Allowance (YHA) for 16-17 year olds. Rate set between
'junior' and 'intermediate' benefit rates.

1988:

Unemployment benefit for 16-17 year olds abolished from January, replaced with Job
Search Allowance (JSA) with half payment subject to parental income test.
Introduction of 13-week waiting period for schoolleavers.

1989:

Introduction of NEWSTART program which provided enhanced training
opportunities to those aged 21 or over who have been unemployed for 12 months or
more.

1990:

Level of YHA increased with annual indexation and greater accessibility from
January. New 'independent' rate of JSA introduced from January. Distinction
between 'at home' and 'away from home' rates for 18-20 year olds introduced from
September.

1991:

NEWSTART training opportunities extended to all recipients of JSA or
Unemployment Benefit from July. Existing UB system for those over 18 years
replaced by JSA for first 12 months and then (but not automatically) by Newstart
Allowance.
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Table AI.I: Single Unemployment Benefit/Job Search Allowance/Newstart AHowance:
Maximum Weekly Rates ($),1972-1992

18-20 year olds

16-17 year olds

Date
25.2.72
16.3.73
26.9.73
22.3.74
31.7.74
19.5.75
1.11.75
1.5.76
1.11.76
1.5.77
1.11.77
1.5.78
1.11.78
1.11.79
1.5.80
1.11.80
1.5.81
1.11.80
1.5.82
1.11.82
1.5.83
1.11.83
1.5.84
1.11.84
1.5.85
1.11.85
1.5.86
1.11.86
13.6.87
13.12.87
1.1.88
1.7.88
1.1.89
1.7.89
1.1.90
1.7.90
1.1.91
1.7.91 (a)
1.1.92
1.7.92

JSA
min.

25.00
25.00
25.00
25.00
26.90
26.90
28.95
28.95
29.95
29.95

JSA
max.
7.50
21.50
23.00
26.00
31.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
40.00
40.00
45.00
45.00
45.00
45.00
50.00
50.00
50.00
50.00
50.00
50.00
50.00
53.55
53.55
57.60
57.60
62.05
62.05
64.15
64.15

Indep.
JSA

95.10
102.40
102.40
105.90
105.90

YHA

76.00
76.00
76.00
76.00
76.00
76.00
81.40
81.40
95.10
95.10
102.40
102.40
105.90
105.90

At
home

69.29
74.55
74.55
77.10
77.10

21 year olds
and over

Away from
home
11.00
21.50
23.00
26.00
31.00
36.00
38.75
41.25
43.50
47.10
49.30
51.45
51.45
51.45
51.45
53.45
53.45
58.45
58.10
64.40
68.65
73.60
78.60
81.10
85.20
88.20
88.20
91.20
91.20
91.20
91.20
91.20
97.70
97.70
105.15
105.15
113.25
113.25
117.10
117.10

17.00
21.50
23.00
26.00
31.00
36.00
38.75
41.25
43.50
47.10
49.30
51.45
51.45
51.45
51.45
53.45
53.45
58.45
58.10
64.40
68.65
73.60
78.60
81.10
85.20
91.45
95.40
99.20
104.75
108.40
108.40
112.10
116.00
120.65
124.75
130.00
134.30
138.85
138.85
140.95

Note:

(a) Unemployment benefit was replaced by Job Search Allowance (JSA) and
Newstart Allowance (NSA) on 1 July 1991.

Source:

Wilson (1992), Table 1.
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They cannot exist on the amount that is paid to them and they
must therefore become dependent upon their parents who, in
many instances, are in very poor circumstances themselves and
may even be pensioners. Those young people have either
never worked before or have never worked long enough to
accumulate any moneys and, therefore, in desperation are
forced to look for other ways and means of gaining a few
dollars and the only ways and means that are available to them
are not acceptable to society and therefore they are quickly on
the road to ruin. (Cited in Simpson, 1983: 268)
The Opposition argued against the legislation mainly with regard to anticipated
effects on incentives to look for work.
This is a most retrograde step which will have social
consequences of quite immense impact. It means that those
who leave school will have no incentive to find jobs ... (Cited
in Simpson, 1983: 268)
Here, then, we see the issue of adequacy opposed to that of work incentives: a
conflict which has been fundamental in the setting of income support rates for the
unemployed. In this case of rates for the young unemployed, the further issue of
parental support emerges to qualify both adequacy and work incentives. The
proponents of a uniform rate argued that not all parents could adequately supplement
a low level of income support for the young unemployed. On the other hand, those
arguing from the perspective of work incentives saw the existence of parental
support for many as a reason to keep payments for the young unemployed at a low
rate.
The uniform rate of payment lasted a little over two years. An age differential was
reintroduced in November 1975, apparently because the Government had been
persuaded by the incentive arguments.
... the public rationale offered by the Government was that high
levels of benefits created 'very little incentive for (young)
people to find employment' and 'encouraged young people to
leave school'. (Simpson,1983: 286)
Simpson, however, suggested that budgetary restraint was also likely to have been an
important factor behind this change. Introduction of a uniform rate of payment was
a fairly inexpensive move in 1973 when unemployment was low, but by 1975
unemployment had increased to the extent that the uniform rate was a tempting
target for affecting budgetary savings. When the uniform rate was abandoned, the
structure did not revert to the three tiers of old, a two-tier structure being introduced
instead. An adult rate was paid to those aged 18 or over with a junior rate for 16-17
year olds. The adoption of 18, rather than 21, as the age from which an adult rate of
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income support was payable was seen by Simpson (1983) to be associated with the
lowering of the age of majority and the Federal voting age to 18 years in the early
1970s.
To the previously identified issues of adequacy, work incentives and parental
support, the account of this episode in the changing structure of income support for
the young unemployed introduces three further issues which have persisted
throughout subsequent debate: education incentives, budgetary restraint, and legal
adulthood.
No change to the structure of income support for the young unemployed was
implemented by the Coalition Government over the period 1975 to 1983.
Distinction between a junior and an adult rate was retained, though the relativity
between these two rates shifted markedly through different indexation treatment. In
fact, the method of re-introducing a junior rate in 1975 had been by freezing the
payment for 16-17 year olds at the May 1975 level. Meanwhile the adult single rate,
while not subject to automatic indexation provisions, was generally indexed every
six months. the exception being a freeze on its level from May 1978 to November
1980. The junior rate was not increased until November 1982, by when nonindexation had seen its value fall to 62 per cent of the adult rate - falling well short
of adequacy according to Henderson (1981) and Smith (1981).

2

Concerns with Education/Training Incentives (1983-87)

The early years of the Hawke Government saw further divergence between the
junior and adult rates of Unemployment Benefit through different indexation
treatment. From November 1983 automatic six-monthly indexation was extended to
Unemployment Benefit for those aged 18 and over. The rate for 16-17 year olds was
only increased, however, through infrequent ad hoc increases. The November 1984
increase was restricted to those 16-17 years old who had been in receipt of
Unemployment Benefit for six months or more, thus adding a new dimension to the
structure of payments. By May 1985, the junior rate of Unemployment Benefit for
those in receipt for less than six months had fallen to just 53 per cent of the adult
rate.
While the structure of income support for the young unemployed remained
essentially unchanged over these years, considerable attention was being given to
options for dramatic reform within the broader context of youth allowances. The
rapid increase in youth unemployment in the early 1980s had highlighted the decline
of the full-time job market for young people and the low levels of participation in
full-time education, and drawn attention to the perverse incentive effects arising
from Unemployment Benefit rates being substantially higher than corresponding
education and training allowances (DECD, 1984). Various proposals were put
forward for single youth allowances which would not discriminate between whether
young people were in education, training or unemployed (for example: Ironmonger,
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1983; Wilenski, 1983; OYA/SWPS, 1984). The various proposals were usefully
summarised and reviewed by Bowers and Dunlop (1984) and Edwards (1985). All
proposals included a variation in rates of payment according to age, though they
differed with regard to specific age thresholds, rate levels and type of means test, if
any.
The consideration of the structure of income support for the young unemployed
alongside that of education allowances raised the prominence of issues of
dependence and parental support which had long been important elements in the
provisions for education allowances.
Thus, OYA/SWPS (1984) noted the
importance of finding the appropriate balance between parental and government
responsibility in the provision of financial support for young people. Edwards
(1985), reviewing various youth allowance proposals, identified variation in young
people's needs according to the degree of parental support as an important argument
against uniform rates of payment for young people of a given age irrespective of
circumstances. She also noted the lack of information on the important question of
fmancial arrangements between young people and their parents.
Major changes in the structure of income support for youth were announced in the
1985-86 Commonwealth Budget (Commonwealth of Australia, 1985), to become
part of a package of youth policy measures to be known as Priority One
(Commonwealth of Australia, 1986). The changes amounted to an alignment of
Unemployment Benefit and education allowances for young people under a common
allowance structure. The Government identified its primary goal behind this
restructuring as being to increase young people's access to employment, education
and training. Specific objectives included: to raise the general level of occupational
skills and educational attainment of those entering the labour market, to provide a
more comprehensive and consistent framework which is less complex, and to
achieve equity of treatment for people in similar circumstances.
The alignment of Unemployment Benefit and education allowances was to be
implemented over a period of three years. The initial changes to Unemployment
Benefit were the reintroduction of an intermediate rate for 18-20 year olds in
November 1985 and removal of the distinction according to duration of benefit
receipt in the rate of payment for 16-17 year olds. The intermediate rate for 18-20
year olds was established by suspending indexation to allow the rate over time to
decline in value relative to the adult rate. Why the intermediate rate was adopted is
not clear. Wilson (1992: 50) reports that the purpose was 'to facilitate the
introduction of uniform age-related rates for students and the unemployed. Maas
(1990: 28) suggests that its introduction was in reality a cost-saving measure which
also had the effect of partly financing increases in student allowances.
While the focus during this period was clearly on the relation between income
support for the young unemployed and that for young people in education or
training, the issue of the adequacy of payments was often raised.
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It has frequently been argued that the Unemployment Benefit
rates for 16 and 17 year olds and for single adults without
dependants are inadequate, particularly for those who live away
from home or are without parental support. (OYA/SWPS,
1984:47)
Indeed OYA (1985), setting out the background to the restructuring of income
support announced in the 1985-86 Budget, identified improvement in adequacy as
one objective of the changes.
To ensure that adequate financial and social support is
available to all young people in need, and that the complexity
of existing schemes, and the adequacy of benefits available are
improved and the inequalities between them are reduced.
(OYA, 1985: 1)
A particular aspect of adequacy which was not directly addressed by the
restructuring of payments, but which had been identified as of particular concern was
that of housing costs and homelessness (OYA/SWPS, 1984: 48). Hancock and
Burke (1983) had found youth unemployment to be the single factor most frequently
associated with homelessness while a number of studies had highlighted the
importance of housing costs in the adequacy of payments for young people living
away from home (Fopp, 1982; Low and Crawshaw, 1985). Two income support
measures concerned with these issues were introduced in 1986. The first was the
extension of Rent Assistance to Unemployment Benefit recipients aged 18 or over, if
they had been in receipt of benefit for six months or more and did not live with
parents. The second was the introduction of a Youth Homeless Allowance (YHA)
rate of payment for 16-17 year olds in July 1986, possibly stemming from the 1982
report on homeless youth by the Senate Standing Committee on Social Welfare
and/or a background paper prepared by the Department of Employment and Youth
Affairs for the 1984 OECD report (Fopp, 1986). YHA was introduced with stringent
eligibility criteria and a rate set between the junior and intennediate rates of
Unemployment Benefit, a level designed to give no encouragement to young people
to leave home. These measures were the first where living arrangements were taken
into account in determining income support entitlements for the young unemployed.

3

Job Search Allowance (1988)

In the 1987 May Economic Statement the Treasurer announced the abolition of
Unemployment Benefit for 16-17 year olds from January 1988 and its replacement
with a payment to be known as Job Search Allowance (JSA). The maximum rate of
payment remained unchanged, though the payment provisions were very different.
School leavers would have to wait 13 weeks before becoming eligible for JSA (or
UB), compared to 6 weeks under previous arrangements; eligibility was conditional
on greater job search effort and, after six months, on accepting suitable available
training; and half the payment would be subject to a parental income test. JSA was
presented as comprising two parts: a $25 per week allowance 'to help defray the
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costs of fmding employment' with a $25 per week supplement subject to a parental
income test (Commonwealth of Australia, 1987: 6, 40).
The basis for introduction of JSA was stated to be that it 'removes the financial
incentive for young people to leave the education system ... [it] gives a positive
message to those who leave school - either find work or undertake training'
(Commonwealth of Australia, 1987: 6). Wilson (1991: 4) sees the introduction of
JSA as confirming the Government's view that responsibility for fmancial support
for young people rests with parents. Given the announcement of JSA in a package
of budget savings measures, it is likely that the objective of achieving budgetary
restraint was also important in this development.

4

Reviews and Research (1988·89)

The years 1988 and 1989 saw the release of a number of reports with important
relevance to the provisions of income support for the young unemployed. These
included Social Security Review Issues Paper No. 4 (Cass, 1988) covering issues of
income support for the unemployed; a report of survey research by the Brotherhood
of St Laurence into the impact of the introduction of JSA (Trethewey and Burston,
1988); the report of the South Australian Youth Incomes Task Force (Yeatman,
1988); the Burdekin Report of the National Inquiry into Homeless Children
(HREOC, 1989); and the report of the 'Youth Incomes and Living Costs Study'
undertaken by AlFS for the Youth Affairs Council of Victoria (Hartley, 1989).
Finally, there was the report on response to Social Security Review Issues Paper No.
4 (Howe, 1989). These reports covered the range of issues associated with income
support for the young unemployed, including a new attention to achieving greater
links between income support and labour market policies under the 'active system'
proposed by Cass (1988).
On the matter of adequacy, Cass found
... considerable evidence that the level of income support
provided to young unemployed people, particularly to those
aged 16 and 17, may be insufficient if they do not live at home
and are without parental support. (Cass, 1988: 191)
Priorities for reform were consequently identified to include: increasing support for
16-17 year olds living away from home, either by liberalising the eligibility criteria
for YHA or extending Rent Assistance to this group; examining the adequacy of
payments to 18-20 year olds living away from home in private rental housing; and
assessing the needs of young education leavers during the waiting period for JSA or
VB (Cass, 1988: 209). Recommendations or issues raised from the other reviews
and research tended to cover the same areas: extending eligibility for YHA,
generally increasing payments for those living away from home, and reducing the 13
week waiting period. Trethewey and Burston (1988) and Yeatman (1988) also made
an argument for increased support in cases where young unemployed people were
living at home with low-income parent(s).
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Recent Developments (1988-91)

Recent changes to the income support system for the young unemployed can be seen
as the product of a range of factors: continued implementation of the alignment
between income support for students and the unemployed, continued budgetary
restraint, responses to particular concerns about the adequacy of payments for certain
groups of the young unemployed, and implementation of an 'Active Employment
Strategy' .
The 1989-90 Commonwealth Budget included, as part of a 'Social Justice Strategy
for Young Australians', announcements that the level of YHA would be increased,
indexed annually and made more accessible from January 1990 and that a new
independent rate of JSA would be introduced in January 1990. Independent JSA, at
the same rate as YHA, would be payable to 16-17 year olds living away from home
who, while ineligible for YHA, have established their labour market and fmancial
independence. The nomenclature of income support for people who are unemployed
and deemed homeless has now changed. The name YHA is no longer used with the
payments referred to, instead, as JSA at the Homeless rate.
Introduction, also from September 1990, of a distinction in the rates for 18-20 year
olds according to whether or not they were living at home was subsequently
announced. In this case, however, the change did not involve increasing the rate to
those living away from home as happened with the 16-17 years rate. Rather, 18-20
year olds living away from home were paid at the previous rate, with a new reduced
rate applying to those living at home. This resulted in alignment of the rates for 1820 year olds payable through VB and AVSTUDY.
Implementation of an 'Active Employment Strategy' began with the introduction of
the NEWSTART program in February 1989 which provided enhanced training
opportunities to 21-54 year olds who had been in receipt of VB for 12 months or
more. In the February 1990 Economic Statement it was announced that this
approach would be strengthened and extended to all recipients of JSA or VB from
July 1991. The existing VB system would be replaced by JSA for the first 12
months of payment, and subsequently, but not automatically, by Newstart Allowance
for those aged 18 years and over. This change had no effect on the structure or rates
of benefit for the young unemployed but did involve a change in the conditions of
eligibility for those over 18 years of age and in receipt of income support for 12
months or more.

Appendix Two: Income Support for
the Young Unemployed: United
Kingdom and New Zealand
Few other countries have systems of income support for the single young
unemployed which are akin to the Australian system. In many OECD countries,
income support for the young unemployed is dominated by the operation of
unemployment insurance schemes or constitutes a minor program, if at all, in an
active employment system where young people are expected to be in employment,
education or training. The major countries with systems similar to that operating in
Australia are the United Kingdom and New Zealand. Recent policy developments in
those two countries are briefly reviewed here. As with the Australian system, the
systems of income support in those countries and the changes to those systems over
the 1980s involve numerous intricacies. These are not set out here where the focus
is, rather, on broad developments and features.

1

United Kingdom

Useful accounts of changes in income support for the young unemployed in the
United Kingdom over the past decade or so can be found in Atkinson and
Micklewright (1988), Roll (1988, 1990) and Brown (1990).
At the beginning of the 1980s, the young unemployed were covered by three tiers of
basic income support: a flat rate insurance benefit (National Insurance
Unemployment Benefit) paid subject to contributions and other conditions; incometested assistance (Supplementary Benefit); and an Earnings-Related Supplement
(ERS). A basic age-related distinction in entitlements existed between 16-17 year
olds and those aged 18 years or over. One manifestation of this was the ineligibility
of those under 18 for the ERS, though this element of the distinction disappeared
with the abolition of the ERS in 1982. Micklewright (1989: 527) noted that this
move left the United Kingdom as 'the only member of the European Community to
have no element of unemployment benefit linked to the level of past earnings and
one of only four OECD countries in this position'. The other three were Australia,
New Zealand and Iceland.
Brown (1990) has identified three benefit categories among 16-17 year old
unemployed singles in the mid 1980s: those primarily 17 year olds who had worked
long enough to be entitled to Unemployment Benefit, those who were receiving the
Training Allowance associated with participation in the Youth Training Scheme
(introduced in 1983 to provide at least one full year of training to 16 and 17 year
olds), and those on Supplementary Benefit. Unemployment Benefit was paid at a flat
rate, as was the Training Allowance until 1986 when a higher rate was paid to 17
year olds than to 16 year olds. For the older 'young' unemployed, the YTS category
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did not apply, but there was a greater likelihood that past employment would mean
qualification for Unemployment Benefit.
With regard to Supplementary Benefit (SB), 16-17 year olds received a reduced rate,
not qualifying for the full adult rate until they turned 18. Those who left home before
the age of 18, however, did qualify for the full adult rate plus housing benefit. This
latter point reflected a distinction between 'householders' and 'non-householders'
whereby anyone who had to meet their own housing costs received a level of SB
irrespective of their age. While all this changed in 1988, this period did, however,
see the beginnings of the subsequent reduction in benefit entitlements for the young
unemployed as the rent addition paid to young people living at home or lodging was
progressively withdrawn from 1983.
The year 1988 was a major watershed in income support for the young unemployed
in the United Kingdom, with introduction of major legislative amendments. These
followed the Social Security Review established in 1984 and the 1985 Green Paper
Reform of Social Security, although relatively little attention was paid in these to
income support for the young unemployed. In April 1988, implementation of the
1986 Social Security Act saw the replacement of SB by Income Support and a
raising of the age at which single unemployed people would receive the full adult
rate from 18 to 25 years. The basis for selecting the age of 25 appears to have been
the view that most single unemployed people under 25 were not fully independent,
while most of those over 25 were (Brown, 1990: 165). At the same time, the
distinction between 'householders' and 'non-householders' was removed and
replaced with reduced housing assistance for those under 25 years old. In September
1988, the general entitlement to Income Support for 16-17 year olds was removed, in
the context of announcement of a guarantee of places in the Youth Training Scheme
for all unemployed 16-17 year olds. The minimum age for claiming Income Support
was thus raised to 18 years, with exception only in cases of undefined 'extreme
hardship' or where they were deemed to be 'genuinely estranged' from parents.
The United Kingdom and Australian experiences have a number of clear similarities,
but also a number of differences. An example of the latter has been the progressive
extension of housing assistance to the young unemployed in Australia over recent
years. The same considerations emerge in the accounts of changes in the structure of
income support: incentives for work and training, budgetary restraint, a view that
families should shoulder a greater share of the financial cost of their unemployed
children, the avoidance of 'perverse' incentives to leave home, and matters of
adequacy. The last of these considerations does not appear, however, to have had
particular prominence.
While Brown (1990: 161) notes that the adequacy of income support for the young
unemployed was a central issue for many of the witnesses who appeared before the
Social Security Review, Atkinson and Micklewright (1988: 31,2) noted that the 1985
Green Paper paid 'scant attention' to the adequacy of these payments and that there
has in general been little public debate on the matter. The Green Paper did not put
forward any standard of adequacy, but used a measure of 'low income', defmed as
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being in the bottom 20 per cent of equivalent incomes, as a guide to determining
priorities for the reallocation of resources (Brown, 1990: 162).
A number of writers have identified a lack of empirical investigation into the
question of adequacy, though the results of a number of mainly small scale studies
providing evidence of hardship are presented, for example, by Hams (1988) and
Brown (1990). These include the work by Bradshaw, Cooke and Godfrey (1983),
which is outlined in Appendix Three, plus studies which have looked, for example,
at people's perceptions of how well they manage on their incomes, or at the
incidence of fmancial difficulties, such as debts for rent, heating, electricity or hire
purchase.
Related to concerns with the adequacy of payments, a number of critiques of the
current system in the United Kingdom focus on the impact of recent changes on the
transition from youth to adulthood (Harris, 1988; Phillips, 1989; Furlong and
Cooney, 1990; Roll, 1990).
... the interaction of new housing, social security and
employment policies combined with the forthcoming poll tax
all conspire to trap both parents and young adults into
continued fmancial and emotional interdependence. At a time
when both may want to be free, one set of changes makes it
more expensive on families for young adults to stay while the
other set makes it impossible to leave. (Phillips,1989:23)

2

New Zealand

Throughout the 1980s, income-tested Unemployment Benefit for single people in
New Zealand was paid with a distinction in the rate of payment between those aged
under 20 years and those 20 years or older. The minimum age for entitlement was 16
years. It is worth noting that, since 1979, Unemployment Benefit had been paid at a
lower rate for single people than had other benefits. For example, in 1988, the single
adult rate of Unemployment Benefit was 88 per cent of the corresponding rate of
other benefits. Discussing the history of income support provisions in New Zealand,
the Royal Commission on Social Policy (RCSP, 1988: 495) identified this structure
of payments to be founded on a greater expectation that families will take
responsibility for young unemployed people, a concern to encourage young people
to enter the workforce, and the existence of youth rates of pay in the labour market.
There had been considerable discussion in New Zealand about the adequacy of
benefits, particularly since the 1972 Royal Commission on Social Security. Although
the focus of this work has been on the adequacy of payments to families, the
discussion of how adequacy should be measured has relevance here. The 1972 Royal
Commission had espoused a relative view of adequacy (and poverty), arguing that an
'adequate' income should provide a 'reasonable' standard of living compared to that
enjoyed by most of the community, and suggested a benefit standard specified in
terms of wage relativities. Similarly, the later New Zealand RCSP defmed adequacy
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in tenus of participation in society, and saw its first general objective to be that
income support should be sufficient for all to participate in society (RCSP, 1988:
465). This was taken to mean that income support levels should be related to and
move with general income levels, and the appropriate measure of adequacy was then
seen to be the replacement rate (the comparison of benefits with otherwise expected
after-tax earnings).
The comparison of benefit rates with wages has been the predominant method of
assessing the adequacy of income support in New Zealand (Cox, 1989). For
example, Stephens (1987) compared benefit levels in New Zealand and Australia by
examining their relativities with wages, and found New Zealand benefits to be
substantially higher than those in Australia. The Royal Commission on Social Policy
(1988: 468) noted that comparison with other OECD countries suggested this might
be because Australian benefit levels were low rather than that the New Zealand
levels were high. Cox (1989: 163), however, concluded from a comparison of OECD
replacement rates that the New Zealand system met the criterion of adequacy
'extremely well'. An important reason for this emphasis on assessing adequacy
through wage comparisons is likely to have been the absence of an established New
Zealand measure of poverty with associated equivalence scale. Indeed, the RCSP
(1988: 468-9) identified the urgent need for equivalence scale studies in order to
examine matters of relative adequacy (comparing the situations of different types of
income support recipient), rather than just the general picture of adequacy provided
by comparison with wage rates.
One example of a different approach to assessing adequacy is the work by the
Department of Social Welfare for the Ministerial Task Force on Income
Maintenance which had been announce in 1985 (Rochford, 1987). Rochford focused
on the issue of relative adequacy among certain sub-groups of beneficiaries: one
particular element being the circumstances of single unemployment beneficiaries, in
particular the variations in circumstances with age. Relative adequacy was examined
with regard to a range of indicators, which are described in more detail in Section 11
of Appendix Three. The conclusions here were that 16-17 year olds were not worse
off than other single beneficiaries but that 18-19 year olds were, particularly because
their accommodation costs, similar to those of older beneficiaries receiving the adult
rate. There was thus seen to be some evidence for increasing the rate of benefit for
18-19 year olds.
The Ministerial Task Force reported in 1987, with recommendations concerning the
young unemployed based on views that young people should remain at school to the
full extent of their potential and that those who leave school early should pursue
employment-related training if no job is available. Accordingly, it was recommended
that the commencement age for statutory entitlement to Unemployment Benefits be
raised from 16 to 18 years. From the age of 18 years, in line with Rochford's
fmdings, the full adult rate would apply and, furthenuore, it was recommended that
the single rate of Unemployment Benefit should be raised to that of other benefits.
For the 16-17 year olds who would be denied Unemployment Benefit, and for 15
year olds, a set of allowances was proposed with slightly different rates of payment
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for those involved in training and job search (at roughly 90 per cent of what would
otherwise have been paid). An amount of only around half this (equivalent to
corresponding family payments) was, however, proposed for those 15-17 year olds
engaged in job search but without a work record.
The Royal Commission on Social Policy (1988: 481-3) agreed with the basis for the
recommendations made by the Task Force though it questioned the adequacy of the
proposed reduced payments for 16-17 year olds, particularly those who left home,
and raised concerns about the social and economic problems that might ensue.
Essentially, the Royal Commission recommendations echoed those of the Task
Force, though with the additional proposal for a 'living alone' allowance.
Following the reviews of income support policy, the late 1980s saw some changes to
the system of income support for the young unemployed in New Zealand. In 1989,
Training Benefit was introduced, payable to people aged 16 years or over and
attending approved employment-related training courses. The rate of payment was
the same as that for Unemployment Benefit. The entitlement of 16-17 year olds to
Unemployment Benefit was abolished and, in 1990, two new payments for 16-17
year olds were introduced: Independent Youth Benefit with requirements similar to a
combination of those for the Australian Independent and Homeless rates of payment
for 16-17 year olds; and Job Search Allowance, with some similarities to the
Australian namesake though with additional requirements regarding prior
participation in full-time work or training and payment limited to a maximum of 13
weeks in one spell. Independent Youth Benefit was paid at the same rate as
Unemployment Benefit, though Job Search Allowance was paid at only 75 per cent
of this rate. Training Benefit for 16-17 year olds was also paid at this lower rate. An
additional age distinction between 16-17 and 18-19 year olds was thus added to the
structure of income support, together with further distinction according to living
arrangements within the younger age group.
The 1989 Budget foreshadowed major changes to the New Zealand benefit system,
with a single Universal Benefit to replace existing income-tested benefits. This
would involve a change in the relativity between the rates of benefit for singles and
couples, removal of the variations in rates between benefits, and some form of
additional assistance for people living alone. In addition, it was announced that
school leavers would have to wait 6 months before they could apply for an
unemployment benefit. What the full impact of these proposals would have been for
the young unemployed is not, however, clear as they were overtaken by events with
the change of government in late 1990.
In December 1990, the new National government announced major cuts in benefit
rates to take effect from Apri11991. These included the raising of the age at which
the adult rate of Unemployment Benefit was payable from 20 years to 25 years. As a
result, the deepest cuts were felt by 20-24 year old recipients whose Benefit was
reduced by 25 per cent, compared to a 6 per cent cut for 18-19 year olds and a 10 per
cent cut for adults. The low rate paid to 16-17 year olds (that is, those not receiving
Independent Youth Benefit) was not changed. The April 1991 changes thus
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amounted to not only reductions in the amount of benefit paid, but also to
considerable variation in the payment relativities between groups of the young
unemployed.
The key considerations underlying the recent benefit changes in New Zealand appear
to have been a concern with employment incentives, the pursuit of budgetary
savings, and a belief in shifting the responsibility for income support more upon the
family (0' Brien, 1991; The Family Centre and Business and Economic Research
Ltd, 1991). The basic conflict between adequacy and employment incentives in the
setting of rates of Unemployment Benefit seems to have been settled for the moment
with far greater priority accorded to the latter. O'Brien (1991) traces this
development back to changes implemented by the Labour government from the mid
1980s, identifying the absence of any 'extensive comment' at the time on the
adequacy of benefit levels. Now, questions of adequacy and fairness are seen to be
core questions demanding attention (O'Brien, 1991: 160).

Appendix Three: Empirical Sources
and Research
1

ABS Income and Expenditure Surveys

The ABS periodically conducts major income surveys and expenditure surveys: the
most recent income survey being in 1990 and the most recent expenditure survey in
1988. These surveys cover the whole population and, respectively, provide
information on incomes and expenditures in considerable detail. They do, however,
have limited use for the purposes here for a number of reasons but particularly
because of the small numbers of young unemployed in the samples. The 1988
Household Expenditure Survey (HES) included data on 69 single recipients of
unemployment benefit aged under 21, and the corresponding figure for the 1990
Income Distribution Survey was 144. These sample numbers are weighted up to
population estimates of the order of tens of thousands but it remains that small
sample numbers increase the uncertainty of statistical estimates and constrain the
capacity for disaggregated analysis.
In addition to the above concern with sample sizes, the ABS income and expenditure
surveys present other difficulties with an attempt to assess the pattern of adequacy of
income support for the young unemployed. At best, the surveys can only provide
some elements of a picture of adequacy. The income surveys can provide
information on income components which may supplement social security payments,
living arrangements, labour force status and, housing costs. Bradbury, Garde and
Vipond (1985) used such data to show that the young unemployed come
disproportionately from low income families. The income surveys have also been
used in a number of studies to estimate the incidence of poverty. However, in line
with the concerns of the Commission of Inquiry into Poverty (1975), such studies
generally exclude youth from the analysis because of doubts about the relevance of
data on cash incomes alone for a group where parental support in various forms is
believed to be important. The income survey only includes partial information on
the extent of parental support in the data on board payments and on income from
relatives outside the household.
The above comments also apply to the expenditure surveys which, until the 1988
HES, were practically useless for the purposes here because data on incomes and
expenditures were provided at the household level, which did not allow
identification of individual circumstances except in the cases of single-person
households:
a very infrequent form of living arrangement for the young
unemployed. Data released from the 1988 HES, however, does provide information
on individual incomes and does assign expenditures to individuals. However, not all
expenditure items can be assigned to individuals and, importantly, intra-household
expenditures, such as board payments, do not come within the concept of household
expenditure and are not included in the survey.
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DSS Administrative Data

The great advantage of the administrative data maintained by the Department of
Social Security on income support recipients is the fact that it covers the whole
population of recipients. The problems of sampling error and of small cell sizes
encountered with survey-based data are thus avoided. The range of information
provided on the administrative data base is, however, severely limited for general
research purposes. The data items collected and recorded are those needed for the
administration of the income support program, essentially those needed to determine
payment eligibility and entitlements. Administrative data has some, but only limited
potential, as a basis for examining the issues with which this study is concerned. For
example, Frey (1986) used DSS administrative data to see how many 16 and 17 year
olds receiving Unemployment Benefits were living in households with other
recipients of pensions or benefits. The underlying concern was with the degree of
concentration of low incomes in families, though the study was acknowledged to be
partial as it could not, for example, identify the income support status of parents
where they did not live with the young unemployed person.

3

Australian Longitudinal Survey

The Australian Longitudinal Survey was established in 1984 by the then Bureau of
Labour Market Research, and is now the responsibility of DEET (DEET, 1991). The
Survey has involved the selection and periodic interviewing of three cohorts of
young people: 2400 long-term unemployed 15-24 year olds selected in 1984 (the
CES Sample); 9000 randomly selected 16-25 year olds drawn in 1985 (the Youth
Sample); and a nationally representative group of 5350 16-19 year olds selected in
1989 (the Australian Youth Survey). While the primary aim of the Survey is to
provide longitudinal data on youth, it is obviously also a valuable source of crosssectional data and has been used in research on youth incomes (Maas, 1988). The
nature of the data collected is, however, very much directed at gaining an
understanding of young people's participation in education, training and the labour
market. Matters of particular relevance to income support are limited to some
information on living arrangements, housing costs, and sources of income.

4

Surveys of Student Finances

National surveys of tertiary student fmances were undertaken by, or for, the
Commonwealth department with responsibility for education in 1974, 1979, 1984
and 1991. The aim of the surveys has been to provide a wide range of information
on the characteristics and financial circumstances of tertiary students: information
required for the development and administration of student assistance programs.
While these surveys are concerned with students, rather than with the young
unemployed, they have relevance here as large scale Australian surveys of the
economic circumstances of youth. The surveys do cover tertiary students of all ages,
though the great majority are under 25 years old. With the progressive alignment
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since 1986 in the income support for the young unemployed and for those in
education, information on the circumstances of students would assume greater
relevance for consideration of the situations of unemployed youth. An overview is
given here of the 1984 and 1991 surveys.
The 1984 Survey (DEET, 1987) covered full-time students at universities, colleges
of advanced education and TAPE colleges. Questionnaires were mailed to 9000
students, eliciting a 57 per cent response rate, with a weighting procedure used to
correct sample bias. DEET (1987) presents data from the Survey, including
information on: living arrangements, amounts and sources of income, use of
savings, non-cash assistance, expenditure components, and fmancial contributions
by students to household income. The survey report does not directly address the
issue of adequacy, though data is provided on a comparison of incomes and
expenditures. Data is generally presented with a breakdown by type of institution,
type of student assistance scheme, and living arrangements.
The most recent survey of student fmances was undertaken by the ABS in October
and November 1991. Unlike previous similar surveys, the 1991 Survey was
conducted as a supplement to the monthly Labour Force Survey, suggesting a better
response rate/pattern, and was not restricted to full-time tertiary students. The
survey covered 3400 students aged 15-64 years who were not employed full-time,
and apprentices, who were living in private dwellings or halls of residence.
Overseas students were excluded. The survey collected information relating to
income and expenditure, using a personal interview with the previous week as the
reference period for regular income and expenditure items, and the year to date as
the period for other items. A brief bulletin of results from the Survey was released
in February 1992 (ABS, 1992) and it appears that this will be the only hard-copy
release with any further results requiring analysis of the unit record data.
The available results of the Survey are of limited use for the purposes here as
appropriate cross-classifications are not provided. However, some elements of a
broad picture of income and expenditure patterns can be seen. ABS (1992) gives a
taste of the data available from the 1991 Survey of Student Finances: data with clear
relevance to the subject of this report. Should further work on these matters be
undertaken, the value of analysis of the unit record data from the 1991 Survey
should be investigated.

5

Financial Arrangements Between TAFE Students and
Their Parents

Powles (1986) reported on a study of the fmancial arrangements between TAPE
students and their parents which had been commissioned by the Commonwealth
Office of Youth Affairs. As with the surveys of students finances described above,
the value here of this research on students rests on the limited information available
on the fmancial circumstances of the young unemployed and the likely similarities in
the situations of young people, whether in education or unemployed, particularly
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now with the Common Allowance Structure. The study included a questionnaire
survey of ahnost 1000 TAPE students aged between 15 and 20 years, and intensive
individual interviews with 100 students. The survey was restricted to single students
without dependants.
The questionnaire sought information on: student characteristics, family types and
backgrounds, accommodation, income level and sources, expenditure patterns,
indicators of the degree of dependence, and indicators of income adequacy.
fuformation on incomes was collected in terms of estimated total weekly income
from all sources and in terms of whether specified sources were major or minor
sources, if at all. Expenditure patterns were examined in terms of the extent to
which specified costs were paid from the student's own money. With regard to
income adequacy, students were asked how well they were coping on the amount
they received and also asked to rate each of a series of 'common student problems'
on a scale from 'very important' to 'not at all important'. These included problems
such as: having to go without essentials, transport difficulties, and unsuitable
accommodation. The personal interviews elicited further information on the matters
covered in the questionnaire survey, including information on: non-cash assistance
from parents, assistance with the acquisition of household appliances, and more
details on certain expenditure items, such as board and security deposits.
As part of the description of financial arrangements between TAFE students and
their parents, Powles undertook a cluster analysis of arrangements on the basis of
income and expenditure patterns. Within a variety of arrangements, six broad types
were distinguished according to whether a student was living at home or away from
home and whether the principal source of income was government assistance,
employment, or a range of sources. Factors affecting the extent of parental support
were also examined. Two groups of students were identified as appearing to be
particularly vulnerable on financial grounds: students at home who receive no
parental support but need to contribute to household costs, and those living away
from home on low incomes and without parental support.

6

Developmental Youth Services Association: 1988 Survey

The Developmental Youth Services Association (DYSA), a Sydney-based
organisation, undertook a survey in 1988 for a study of youth incomes and living
costs (Moore, 1988). The aim of the survey was to describe the incomes and
expenditures of young unemployed people, and to examine the effects on leaving
home, leaving school early, illegal activities, access to necessities, and personal
development and lifestyle. A sample of young unemployed people was drawn by
writing to each CYSS project, youth service and youth accommodation service in
NSW and asking a staff member to interview a small number of participants. A
sample of 100 15-17 year old unemployed youth was thereby obtained, comprising
equal numbers living at home and away from home.
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An important part of the findings from the survey concerned the extent of intrafamily cash and in-kind transfers. fu the case of support from parents, these findings,
for example, covered regular cash allowances, assistance with meeting various costs,
and services provided. The general conclusion here was that:
Far from receiving support from parents, many respondents
contributed a portion of their income to the family, chiefly in
the form of board and contributions to bills. ... Many parents
see Unemployment Benefit as a 'quasi-wage' and expect and
need children to 'pay their way' as would wage earners.
(Moore, 1988: 11)

7

Brotherhood of St Laurence: 1988 Survey

fu response to the introduction in 1988 of JSA, parental income-testing and the

extended waiting period for school leavers, the Brotherhood of St Laurence
undertook a survey with the aim of documenting the impact of these changes on
young unemployed people and their families (Trethewey and Burston, 1988). The
survey was acknowledged as illustrative, rather than comprehensive, and included
two elements: a questionnaire survey and a small personal interview survey.
The questionnaire survey was administered to unemployed 16-17 year olds by youth
and welfare agencies and youth housing services in five States. fu total, 206
questionnaires were completed. The survey sought information on: living
arrangements, employment and education history, the occupations of parents, the
adequacy of income support payments, the impact of the waiting period, and any
difficulties in applying for income support. The issue of the adequacy of payments
was addressed through questions on the ability to afford basic living costs and on
difficulties associated with having a low income. The personal interview survey
covered 33 16-17 year olds attending the Dandenong office of the CES, and explored
some of the matters listed above in greater detail.
With regard to the adequacy of payments, Trethewey and Burston (1988) concluded
with the identification of two types of unemployed 16-17 year olds where particular
attention was needed: those living away from home and those living at home but
supported by a family with low income. For those living away from home, it was
argued that greater assistance was 'clearly' required and it was recommended that
they should quality for adult rates of payment after a certain period in order to meet
independent living costs. The lack of affordable housing options for 16-17 year olds
living away from home was seen as a critical concern. For those living at home in a
low income family, additional assistance was recommended to allow an adequate
contribution to household costs, with the warning that, in some cases, financial strain
contributes to family conflict and the decision of the young person to leave home.
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1988 Youth Incomes and Living Costs Study

Probably the most frequently cited Australian research in discussions on the
adequacy of income support for the young unemployed is the 'Youth Incomes and
Living Costs Study' initiated by the Youth Affairs Council and undertaken by the
Australian Institute of Family Studies (Rattley, 1989). The aim of the study was
to explore the actual income and living costs of 16-19 year olds
in various' circumstances, the relationships between income,
patterns of expenditure, family income and parental support,
and to examine ways in which these factors affect educational
and employment opportunities. (Hartley, 1989: 1)
The study was based on a survey with a sample of 120 16-19 year olds, divided into
six groups of 20 respondents categorised by whether they were studying, employed
or unemployed and by whether they were living with or away from parents. Each
group included approximately equal numbers of males and females and a range of
family incomes. The sample was selected through referral sources and contact
points, such as the CES, CYSS, educational institutions and employers, and the
survey conducted between June and September 1988. The survey comprised two
parts: personal interviews, using a schedule which drew on the previous work by
Powles (1986) and Developmental Youth Services Association (1988); and a diary
of income and daily expenditure which was kept for a fortnight.
For each of the six groups of respondents, Hartley (1989) presented case study
material and described aspects such as: living arrangements, parental support,
incomes, expenditures and coping, before drawing out particular issues for attention.
A picture of the adequacy of income support payments was developed from a
number of analyses including: a comparison of incomes and expenditures;
examination of the expenditure shares of particular costs; a comparison of incomes
with the Henderson poverty line, both before and after consideration of housing
costs; and the responses to a range of questions on matters such as going without or
cutting back on things, recourse to illegal activities, satisfaction with
accommodation, and the extent of borrowing needed.
The findings on standards of living were summarised as follows.
Young people who appeared to be worst off were those on
income support payments and receiving no support whatsoever
from parents, and those waiting for income support payments,
or receiving Job Search Allowance in families with a single
pensioner head. Marginally better off were those receiving
income support, in a low income family and contributing to
household income, and those on low incomes and living away
from parents. (Hartley, 1989: 122)

LIVING CONDITIONS AND COSTS OF THE YOUNG UNEMPLOYED

9

193

1989 Review of Job Search Allowance

Following the replacement of Unemployment Benefit for 16 and 17 year olds by Job
Search Allowance (JSA) in 1988, with associated changes to matters such as means
tests and waiting periods, a joint DSS/DEET review of the JSA measures was
undertaken. The range of issues addressed in the review included adequacy matters,
with regard to: the rate of payment, the parental income test and the 13-week
waiting period for people leaving education. The unpublished report from the
review was completed in September 1989 (DSS/DEET, 1989).
Besides administrative data and other departmental sources, a number of surveys
were specially conducted for the review. These included a survey of JSA recipients
who had been in receipt of the payment for six months or more which was designed
to fmd out more about the characteristics of this group and the impact of the JSA
arrangements. The survey was undertaken in March 1989 with mail questionnaire
responses received from around 450 JSA recipients - a 74 per cent response rate
from a sample which was stratified into four groups of equal size: YHA recipients;
other JSA recipients living away from home; children of pensioners and
beneficiaries; and other recipients living at home. The survey sought information on
assistance received from the CES, the understanding of JSA, accommodation
arrangements and expenses.
The findings of the review with regard to adequacy were not based on any formal
defmition of adequacy but, rather, on consideration of the various pieces of evidence
with some bearing on the issue. Two groups of JSA recipients identified to be most
likely in need of additional assistance were the same as those identified by
Trethewey and Burston (1988): those living away from home, especially if not
receiving any family assistance; and those living at home with families on low
incomes. Proposals to assist the former group included an Independent rate of JSA,
as was subsequently introduced, and a significant increase in the rate of YHA in
recognition that YHA recipients, according to eligibility criteria, received no
parental support. In the case of JSA recipients living at home, DSS administrative
data and the survey of JSA recipients described above lead to the conclusion that 'a
significant number of families have only a limited capacity to support their
unemployed children' (DSS/DEET, 1989: 14).

10 Family Finances Survey, United Kingdom
In this example of research in the United Kingdom, Bradshaw, Cooke and Godfrey
(1983) used data from the Family Finances Survey to assess the living standards of
the unemployed after various durations of unemployment. The study had no
particular concern with the young unemployed and its inclusion here is, rather, on
the basis of the approach taken to measuring living standards. After noting that
living standards are not easy to measure, Bradshaw et al. used three indicators of
living standards: income, expenditure and the availability of consumer durables.
Income was seen as a partial measure of resources, expenditure as a measure of the
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value of consumption, but not of the quality or quantity of that consumption, and
infonuation on the presence of consumer durables was seen to partly offset the
deficiencies with expenditure as a measure. None of these three indicators was
considered sufficient in itself as a measure of living standards but viewed together
they were seen to present a more complete picture of living standards than was
otherwise available.
The measure of income used was equivalent disposable income. The expenditure
measure was in tenus of expenditure shares, including a focus on the proportions of
total expenditure devoted to what were characterised as necessities: housing, food
and fuel. What was left after expenditure on these items was seen as a measure of
access to other commodities which would affect their standard of living. The
availability of consumer durables was seen as a measure of living standards insofar
as: it reflected long-tenu rather than short-tenu consumption, affected the demands
on current expenditure, and is generally directly related to the quality of life. The
consumer durables covered by the study were: telephone, television, washing
machine, fridge/freezer, car and central heating.

11 Survey of Living Standards of Beneficiaries in New
Zealand
The New Zealand Department of Social Welfare undertook a survey of beneficiaries
in 1986 which was designed to produce indicators of standard of living and of
fmancial constraint in order to address the question of the adequacy of benefits,
particularly with regard to the relative positions of certain sub-groups of
beneficiaries (Rochford, 1987).
... the aim was not to make a comprehensive assessment of
beneficiaries' standards of living. Rather, the aim was to
collect enough indicators of standard of living to allow for
comparisons between particular categories of beneficiaries.
(Rochford,1987:2)
One particular element of these comparisons concerned the circumstances of single
unemployment beneficiaries without dependent children, with a focus on variations
in circumstances with age.
The range of indicators used in the survey included: 'indicators of financial
hardship', 'indicators of standard of living', 'indicators of deprivation in living
standards', measures of satisfaction with standard of living, and respondents'
perceptions about income adequacy. Only a selection of the many indicators
collected were used in the comparison of the situations of the single unemployed of
different ages. Mter comparing the living arrangements and accommodation costs
for the different age groups, the comparison was further based on the responses to
the following questions:
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•

Does the total cost of your accommodation cause you financial difficulties?

•

In the last 12 months have you postponed visits to a doctor or dentist because
of lack of money?

•

Do you often have to go without meat or fish because of lack of money?

•

Taking into account your present living circumstances, what would you regard
as a (bare/minimum/comfortable) income?

On the basis of data on living arrangements, accommodation costs, and the responses
to the above four questions, Rochford felt able to conclude in broad terms that:
16-17 year olds are not worse off than other single
beneficiaries. However, there is evidence that 18-19 year olds
were relatively disadvantaged when compared with 16-17 year
olds. Their accommodation costs were higher, and similar to
those of beneficiaries receiving the adult rate. Also, the 18-19
age group were more likely to report fmancial difficulties than
the 16-17 age group. There is some evidence, therefore, for a
higher rate of benefit being required by 18-19 year olds to give
an equivalent standard of living. (Rochford, 1987: 12)

Appendix Four: Notes on
Consultations with Unemployed Koori
Youth in Eveleigh Street Redfern,
November 1991
Rationale for Consultations
The Aboriginal and Islander Liaison Officer (AILO) at Redfem DSS, Ms Jeanette
Sinclair, was initially contacted by DSS National Administration for assistance with
interviews with Koori respondents in the inner city areas. As it eventuated, none of
the clients sampled were of Aboriginal or Torres Strait origin. Ms Sindair, however,
was concerned that the particular living costs experienced by unemployed Koori
youth in inner Sydney should be reflected in the survey findings.

Stage One
The consultations took place on 4 December 1991. Researchers from DSS National
Administration and the SPRC met with the two AILOs then based at Redfem DSS.
Initial discussions covered the range of issues which they believed impacted on the
living costs of the young unemployed in Redfem. These issues included:
•

low self esteem and lack of confidence;

•

cost of funerals (obligated to attend);

•

overcrowded housing;

•

obligations to pool resources/money with family and relatives;

•

obligations to pay back any assistance;

•

high mortality rate in the community; and

•

barriers to jobs and training.

Stage Two
The AILOs arranged a group interview with unemployed Koori youth from the
community. Drinks and cake were provided at the Eveleigh Street Community
Centre and the word was put out that we were there to talk to them about their
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experiences with JSA/NSA. Approximately 20 people turned up, including a worker
from the local Skillshare and a youth worker from the Community Centre.
The group of unemployed Koori people were between 17 and 26 years old, had all
left school in Year 9 or Year 10, and were all receiving JSA or NSA or incomes
under the Community Development Employment Program (CDEP). Around threequarters of the group were male and around half of the group had children. All had
been born in Sydney except one who was born in the country. The matters that
emerged from the meeting are set out below.
Rent. All paid between $60 and $90 per week in rent. Falling behind with rent
payments was common. One person said they had moved three times in two months
because they kept falling behind with their rent.

Bills. Bills are often paid in the first week the cheque arrives and, in the second
week, use is made of the Salvation Army or South Sydney Community Aid or
people go to their parents and get some food. A problem for some people is the
'shame' which prevents them going home for assistance because they are
embarrassed about their situation.
Parents. The majority of the group said their parents were receiving DSS
benefits/pensions.
Transport. With public transport costs seen to be too expensive to afford, there was
some use of public transport without paying, but mostly people walked.
Income. About half the group were working on the Community Development
Employment Program (CDEP) project. Under the CDEP, Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander communities are funded to provide job creation programs for
community members. Participants are paid a wage for work performed. Funding for
CDEP communities is provided on the basis that participants forgo their Job
Search/Newstart entitlements. The only employment or training that any of the
group had had in the last year had been with the Skillshare or CDEP projects.
Other Income. Attempts were made to get casual work but it had proved to be very
difficult. Agencies expect them to present semi-regularly (3-4 times per week)
before they begin to allocate even casual work.
Security. A common practice is the pooling of benefits to make money go further.
People are always going to each others houses. Because they live in insecure houses
and many people are coming and going, small items often get stolen. Even small
items cost a lot of money (in relation to people's low incomes) to replace.
Medication. People often went without medication because of the cost.
Funerals. Familial and cultural obligations to attend funerals arise fairly regularly
(high infant mortality rate, low life expectancy). Everyone in the group had been to
a funeral this year. Often funerals are outside Sydney with people taken back to
their birthplace for burial, and a counter cheque is often needed to have enough
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money to get to the funeral (by trains and buses). Some DSS offices are reluctant to
issue counter cheques and do not fully understand the cultural obligations regarding
attendance at funerals. Without a counter cheque in the case of a funeral outside
Sydney, that part of benefit normally used for rent tends to get used for bus and train
fares. If the funeral is in a rural area, a person may not be able to return within the
fortnightly payment cycle (they would arrive back in Sydney after the specified date
for lodgement of their DSS form) and would have to go to the nearest DSS office to
get a duplicate reporting form. Many of the group did not understand this procedure.
Department of Social Security. There was some discussion of problems with Rent
Assistance, in particular, concerns with the waiting period and verification
procedures. While serving the (then) 26 weeks waiting period, accommodation
could be lost because of inability to pay rent and then it becomes necessary to repeat
verification in respect of new accommodation. As a result of being forced to move
accommodation, clients may be dealing with more than one DSS office. Proof of
identity should no longer be a problem as a result of the enhanced procedures where
certain community members are able to vouch for the identity of claimants. Waiting
periods were seen as a general problem with, for example, greater access to the
Independent rate for 16-17 year olds seen as a way to alleviate many of the problems
faced. It was felt that the system of benefits lacks cultural sensitivity to the
circumstances of unemployed Koori youth: for example, a lack of recognition of the
extended family and the commitments that go with it, and the apparent irrelevance of
the Homeless rate of payment since the notion of 'homelessness' is foreign to
Aboriginal people.
Homeless youth. The situation of homeless children and youth was of particular
concern in the Redfem community. Young people arriving from the country areas
often do not have any fmancial support and are reluctant to present to DSS to apply
for JSA or other assistance. The local community looks after these young people
informally but this tends to place undue burden on households with already limited
incomes. This issue was discussed at length by the AILOs and the community youth
worker.
CDEP.
The Redfem CDEP was providing labouring work (e.g. pamtmg,
maintenance), cultivation of organic produce and was also in the process of
establishing a consultancy to provide cultural awareness training. There is currently
a waiting list of 50 people for the Redfern CDEP project. The group was very
supportive of CDEP, seeing it as beneficial for self esteem and for skills
development.
Training/Employment. Some problems with Formal Training Allowance (FTA)
were identified in that training places are often jeopardised because of the significant
delays (often 6-8 weeks) before CES processes new claims. During this time
trainees are left without income. The Skillshare worker gets the young people
motivated and builds up their self esteem, yet the cost of clothes for interviews still
proves a barrier to training and employment. It was suggested that the Independent

LNING CONDITIONS AND COSTS OF THE YOUNG UNEMPLOYED

199

rate of payment would enable 16-17 year olds to purchase essential items, such as
presentable clothes for job interviews.
Charities. Charities are used a lot in the Koori community in the South Sydney
region though they are under a lot of pressure. The charities in the area were closed
over Christmas because they could not meet the demand. Going to charities was
seen to be humiliating and it was noted that workers in the organisations were under
a lot of pressure and stress. In the case of one of the main charities, the money
available for distribution was usually exhausted within three to four months of each
new financial year. Records were kept as to who had already received assistance in
a given period, with a common form of assistance being the provision of food
vouchers to the value of $20 or $40. Aboriginal agencies often use much of their
funds to provide transportation of the deceased to country areas for burial.
A number of changes to DSS provisions and procedures were suggested by the
group. These included:
•

weekly, rather than fortnightly, payments;

•

culturally appropriate criteria for the Homeless rate of JSA;

•

no waiting periods;

•

more advertising to increase the take up of benefits available to people,
particularly by those people who are not in the labour force;

•

more emphasis on DSS field workers to educate people of their rights to
income support and to get people on the correct benefits, since Aboriginal
people find DSS offices intimidating; and

•

provision of an independent living skills program.
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