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Executive Summary

Introduction

This study build on recent research on social disadvantagéustralia. It
presents new findingfrom a natioawide survey of welfare service clients
conducted in 2008

Two indicatorsof social disadvantage are developed and examined:
- The first, deprivation, reflects an inability to affadsential items

- The second, social exclusion, exists where individuals do not have the
opportunity to participate in widely practicesbdal and economic
activities

Both indicabrs reflect community opinion about which items are essential

where this is def-ona mdusteaka shiowlchhavegsgot h at

without todayo

These two indicators have emerged in international reseaehthe last three
decades as alternatives to the conventional focus ofinlmame or poverty as a
measure of disadvantage

The indicators are being increasingly used by national governments to
complement incombased poverty measures and have receivggpast from
international agencies like the OECD

Both are also receiving increasing attention in Australepridation is being
used to improvehe existing Australian poverty measures, while tacksiagial
exclusion ighe main focus of thEederal @Gve r n ment 6 s soci al

Approach

The earlier studyon which this one buildsconduded two related surveys in
2006

The first survey of over 2,700 adult Austeals (the community sampleyas
used to generate benchmark measures of deprivatioscia exclusion that
reflect community opinion on the essentials of. life

A secondsurvey asked some of thensa questiondo over 670clients of the
welfare servicesvhose names wenarovided by severalohu st r al i ad s
community sector agenciethé client sample)

This studyreports the findings from second client sampthat was conduetd
in 200871 two years after the initial client survey, but prior to the onset of the
global financial crisis

The new survey produced over 1,230 responses &mound Australia, with the
numbers participating varyingrom around 80 in Tasmania and edfern
Australia to almost 300 in&v South Wales and over 400South Australia

The compositiorof the new sampleeflects the services thaarticipatel in the
suvey and imnot a representative sample of all disadvantaged Australians, nor of
the Australian population more generally

vii
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Any loss in the statigal robustness of theverall findings is offset by the
increased social significance of a sample thatiudes many peoplewho are
known to be underepresented in surveys of the general population

Sample Characteristics

Almost twothirds (64 per cent) of the sample are female and ovethir(35
per cent) are aged under 30. There are very few older (66vanylparticipants
(except in Victoria) and results for thisparticular group are statistically
unreliable

Over 70 per cent are mainly reliant on sb&ecurity for their incomdess than
30 per cent are employedver half did not complete secondaryaaling, and
just under 30 per cent welireing in public housing

Many in the sampleeported having to move house, losing their job, failing to
keep up with regular utility bills, or having to wear H#ting or wornout
clothes over the past 12 monthecause of a shortage of money

Over 70 per cent did not have $50,000 in assets, close to 40 per cent could not
raise $2,000 in an emergency aonkr 50 per cent had not speritO on a
fispecial tredifor themselves over the last 12 months

30 per cent xpressed dissatisfaction with their standard of living, 35 per cent
said that they did not have enough to get by on, and 55 per cent described
themselves as poor

Deprivation

The analysis of deprivation was based on the 26 items idertifi@dmajority of
thosein the 2006 community survey as being essential for all Austgalian

This benchmark reflects the views all Australiansabout what is essentifdr
all Australians and it is these two features that give the deprivation approach its
credibility.

Although the ownership of many of these items declined between the 2006 and
2008 samples, there was little change in the average deprivation rate across all 26
items

The same three itemsave the highest and the lowest deprivation rates in both
yeas. Those with the highest rateare: up to $500 in emergency savings; a
weekds holi day hyea homE cootents insuranee. Ehagh

the lowest ratesre: medical treatment if needed; warm clothes and be¢ding
television

The deprivation ratericreased by 2 pezotage points or more in 5 itemEhese
are: a substantial daily meal; heating in at least one room; a telepbpnie;
$500 in emergency savingmd a rof and gutters that do not leak.

Deprivation declined for 10 of the 26 itemsdawas constant in one instance.
Declines of 2 percentage points or momrevexperienced for two itemsyealy
dental checlup for children;and computer skills

viii
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Multiple Deprivation

¢ In 2008, close to twohirds of those sampled were deprived of at leasisgntial
items, almost halivere deprived of at least 5 items, and apphing onequarter
were depriveaf 10 or more essential items

e These figures are all slightly above those for 2006, with the size of the gap
increasing as thmeasure increases gvsrity.

Patterns of Deprivation

e The patterns of deprivation among vulnerable groups of the 10 items most
regarded as essentialy most peoplenvere similar to thosedentified in the
earlier study

e The only group for whichhe changen deprivation betweeB006 and 2008 v&a
statistically significants theunemployed, where thgeprivation scorenicreased
by almost 24 per cent

e Sole parent families face the highest level of deprivatinB008 almost 35 per
cent above the nationdlgure. Next comes singlepeople of workingage,
followed by mixed family houdelds and couples with children

Social Exclusion

e In total, 26 indicators of exclusion were identified, spread across three
categories

disengagementlack of participation in social and community adtes
service exclusion lack ofaccess to key servicegen needed

economic exclusion restricted access to economic resources and low
economic capacity

e Theoverall rate of exclusion exceed&@ per cent irb of the 26 indicator®f
exclusion and fdl between 30 per cent and p@r cent in a further 9 cases

e Economic exclusion was most common overall, followedlisgngagemengnd
then service exclusion

e Serviceexclusion isless prevalent becaugé universal access to marhnealth
care servicesBut exclusionratesof over 10 per cent highlight the failure of
some otthese services to be accessibleveryone.

Multiple Exclusion

e Over threequarters of the sample experied&or more forms of exclusion, and
40 per cent experiende1l0 or more. Bothfigures are well above the
corresponding estimatesrfdeprivation

e Focusing on those excluded froat least 5 of the items in eachtegory, the
incidence of multiple economic exclusion is close to three times higher than the
incidence otkithermultiple disengagement or service exclusion

e Despite some declinesocial exclusion remained widespread in 2008 and
contributed to the disadvantage and alienation experiebhgethany welfare
service clients
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Conclusions

e Theresults indicatahat the methods dewgledin the earlier studyre robust
and that the indicators shed important new light on the extent and severity of
social disadvantage iustralia

e The new survey was conducted at a time when the Australian economy was
growing strongly, generating largecreases in the resources available to satisfy
bothprivate consumptioandthe collective needgrovided bygovernment

e Despite thisdeprivation and social exclusidmoth remained widespread among
welfare serwe clients in 2008, with littlendication of any decline since the
previous survey was conducte2006

e Thus, little if anyof the growing prosperitygenerated by a booming economy
was trickling down to those most in need

e Thisi s a telling indictment of onuicr abil i
success to make-imads into some of our entrenched social problems.
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1 Introduction

In late 2007, a research team based at the Social Policy Research Centre (SPRC)
released results from the first nationwide study of deprivation and social exclusion in

Australia (Saunders, Naidoo and Griffiths, 200The study wasfunded by the
Australian Research Councilandnder t aken i n coll aboration v
leading community sector agenciesMission Australia, the B&therhood of St

Laurence, Angliare Qiocese ofSydney) and the Australian Council of Social

Service (ACOSS]

The project repordrew on recent developments in international research to set out a
framework for identifying and measuring deprivation and social exclusion and used it

to develop a set of indicators of disadvantage that are focused on these two concepts.

tbr ought together the projectodos mamian findi
series of Bulletins that addressed different aspects of the résults.

The results atacted wide attentiommong researchers, policy makers and service
providers, in part because they identify disadvantage as-diulénsional, drawing
attention away from the narrow focus on lack of income that has been a feature of
most Australian povertgtudies.

The researchas formed the basis of subsequent studies linking disadvantage-to well
being more generally (Saunders, 2008a), of the wellbeing of Austrirmaiies
(Saunders and Zhu, 200%f the relationship between deprivation and humangight
(Saunders and Naidoo, 2008) and of the relationship between (income) poverty and
deprivation (Saunders and Naidoo, 2009). The stugjyresents a landmark in
Australian poverty research that had become bogged down in disputes over the
minutiae of measureemt when what was needed was a focused befevant
understanding of the realities of poverty

Theindicatorsdeveloped in the projeceflect community opinion on which items are
essenti al ( def i nomalin Australid shbuldnhgve totgh laotit n o
todayo) and <captur e t hage tmapdfferent individublo r ms o f
experience.The work ondeprivationidentifies poverty by asking whether or not

people can afford the items regarded as essential by a majority of the community.

When peple cannot afford to obtain these items, they face deprivation, with the

degree experienced increasing with the nends items lacig.

Although deprivation reflects an inability of economic resources to fund the purchase
of essential items, the focus on the items that are missing rather than on the lack of
resources itself even thogh the ultimate aim is to focumtention on the need to

! The project receivi funding from the Australian Research Council under project grants DP0452562
and LP0560797.

% The reports are6 | dent i fyi ng t hBulleihsNo.elnTowaed$ New dnflicattwrs df e 6
Disadvantage Project, Social Policy Research Centre, Univefskiew South WalesAugust 2006;

O6Depri vat i o rBulletin NoA21 ®warda Newariicators of Disadvantage Project, Social

Policy Research Centre, University of New South Walsyember 20066 Soci al Exclusion
Au st rBullefinaNd.,3 Towads New Indicators of Disadvantage Project, Social Policy Research

Centre, University of New South Waldday 2007;6 Soc i al Excl usBuketn Naadd Chi |l dr e
Towards New Indicators of Disadvantage Project, Social Policy Research Centre, Univelsty of

South WalesNovember 2007; antdeft Out and Missing Out: Disability and Disadvantadéission

Australia, Sydney, 2008.
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increase the level of resources available to those who are deprived. Income thus
emerges as an important detemamt of deprivation, but is not the startingpoint and
may notalwaysbe the cause of deprivation.

The work onsocial exclusiorshifts the focusrom resources onto thelationships,

social practices and institutional structures #ratludepeople. 1 took as its starting

point those activities that most Australians regard as essential or are part of customary
economic and social interaction, and then identified who was not participagaghn

of them.Importantly, lack of economic resources is tiw only factor that can create

exclusion, and is not used to identify where exclusion exstslusion caralsoarise

from such communityvide factors as discrimination and inequality, as well as from

more specific acts t had hericé theranilliegnesspie o pl e 0 s
participate socially, or create obstacles thAtck opportunities and prevent
participation.

Both indicatorsreflectrecent developments in poverty research fibais onthe need

to look begond the narrow confines oihcome and base the identification of
disadwantage more firmly on theonditions actually experienced by those who are
missing out(deprived) or left out (excluded) This does not necessarily involve
rejecting incomeébased measures entirely, because inadequatenswill often be a
cause of deprivation and exclusion. Instead, the goal is to combine the different
indicators in order to build a better understanding of the different fafmsocial
disadvantage, thus helpirtg identify the underlying causes armbnsequences for
living standards.

This approach overcomes the limitatiomé comparing reported income wita
poverty lineto establish whethasr not poverty existsBy adopting a broader multi
dimensional perspectivehe controversy about where to see ghoverty line is
defused, opening up more productiveway of thinking about povertand other
dimensions ofsocial disadvantage. Moreover, the new approach doethisvay

that reflecé community opinion (as opposed to the views of experts)isnithked
more directly withthe living standards of those identified as disadvantaged. This
provides the approach withcreased credibilitymakingit harder for governments to
dismiss the findings. It thus provides better basis for developing programs that
tackle the different manifestations of poverty aondial disadvantage.

Theorignalst udy6s findings were based on dat a
surveys, conducted in 2006. The firsthe community survey involved a
representative sample of tlagult population, drawn at random from the federal

electoral rolls. A total of 6,000 questionnaires were distribbtethail, and just over

2,700 responses were receiverkpresenting a response rate of 47 per damining

in parallel with the communitgurvey was a second survéhe client survey that

asked people who apgached welfare services fassistance some of the same

guestions. Thelient survey was conducted with the assistancstaff engaged in

providing welfare services througlthe three service provideragencies that

collaborated in theesearch.

Results from the community survey were used to provide the first comprehensive
national picture of deprivation and social exclusion in Australia (see Saunders,
Naidoo and Griffiths, 2007; 2008aunders, 2008a; 2008b). This involvediifging

a list of items that r@ regarded as essential by a majority of the community and
identifying who did not have and could not afford each of these items, or were unable
to participate in customary econonand social activities. Indicators were developed

2
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to measure the overall extent, nature and severity of deprivation and exclusion and to
compare incidence rates between socioeconomic groups identified on the basis of
characteristics such age, householdype, lalmur force status, level of edaton,
country of birth and Indigenowsnd disabilitystatts.

The findings confirmed that many of those identified as living in poverty on the basis
of their income, were neither deprived nor excluded, while marigase who were
deprived or excludedvere not income poor. This lack of overlap between the
indictors reveals that they each provide a different perspective on disadvantage and
have a role to play in broadening our understanding of it.

The main rationale foconducting the client survey was that the groups that are most
likely to be accessingelfare service$ many of whomselfidentify as not copingpy
seeking agency assistaricare least likely to respond pmstalsurveysof the general
population® This producesa bias in thesample and this is a major problem
particularlyif the focus of the survey mnidentifying and studing disadvantage.

By conducting asemrate client survey, it became possitdeensure that sufficient
numbers of those who aneost at risk of disadvantage were included in the study, and
to developindicatorsthatbuilt on their response$t was alsgossible to compare the
circumstances of this disadvantaged group with the general population (as captured in
the community surwg usirg indicators that argrounded in wideliheld community
attitudes about which items and activities are essential for everyone.

The client survey findings were of immediate practical interest to the agencies that
participated in the research becauley highlighted the problems faced byheir
clientsusing a framework that was comparabl&oss service types and consistent
with community benchméés of adequacyThisprovided a better understanding of the
diverse range of problems facedwglfaresewice clients and helped to identify areas
where there is a need forore orbetter servicesattitudinal and behavioural change,

or for more resources generally. The reseatsb provided a sound, eviderAoased
platform from whichto adwcate on behalf fodisadvantaged Australiarend put
pressure othe governmento takethe necessary action

The studyés findings have also had an i mpa
improve our understanding of deprivation and exclusion by collecting more
information on these topics and developing effective policy responses under the Rudd
Government 0s soci al i ncl ulsei goyvernmeny déas d a ( Gi
established a Social Inclusion Unit the Department of the Prime Minister and

Cabinetto develp policy options and appointed the Australi@ocial Inclusion

Board(ASIB) to provide advice on how best to examine, monitar atdress specific

forms of exclusion The ASIB has identified reducing disadvantage as the first of

three aspirational principle@ustralian Government, 2008) and the 2020 Summit
identified social inclusion as a ofirst or

A set of indicators that can be used to monitor changes in inclusion is being
developed by th&ocial Inclusion Uni{fPM&C) under the auspices of tiheustralian
Social Inclusion Boar@nd the Australia Bureau of Statistics (ABS) is planning to

3 Clients of some services (e.g. Job Network services) are required to access services in order to receive
their social security pement and are thus not necessarily -@idtifying as being poor or
disadvantaged.
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include a special section on social inclusion in@eneral Social Survehat will be
conducted in 2010.

Thesedevelopmenthave adced urgency tdhe task of producing more research on
Australian disadvantage andombined with the positive response to the project
among researchergjelfare practitioners and advocatessultedin the development
of a proposal to replicate tH006 client suvey. The goal iso duplicate the initial
approach and disbute the same questionnaire adoroader range of agencies with
services covering a larger sectiohAustralia®

The main aims of the new2008 clientsurvey wereto assesthe robstness of the
methodology used to identify deprivation and exclusion in the earlier stody,
provide & updategicture of the nature of social disadvantageong welfare service
clients in 2008 using benchmarks based on the 2006 community samve\to
examine whetheand how the different dimensions of disadvantage lwnanged
since 2006.

The new survey was conducted in 2008~v0 years after the initial survéyand the
larger sample sizprovides a better basis on which to compare the circumstafces
different groups oflisadvantged Australian$ identified on the basis afge, family
characteristicsservice typend other characteristicBhis report describes the second
survey and presents and analyses the results obtained.

It is important to ote that the nevgurvey was conductdaeforethe global financial

crisis had emerged as a threat in the United States, and well before its impact had
begun to be felt in Australia. Theeriodit covers thuxame attheend &u st r al i ad s
longest postvar eeonomic booni a time of sustainedconomic prosperityfalling
unemployment and genergbtimism.

The strength of the Australian economy in 2008 is evident in the economic and labour
market statistics for the period. Household disposable income in tieeQuarter of

2008 was $580.3, and had increased by more than 10 per cent since June 2006 (when
the earlier survey was conducted). To put this figure in perspective, the Henderson
poverty line in June 2008 for a couple with two children was $779.6, ovadent to

$194.9 on a per capita basis. So the average Australian family had a per capita income
that was just about three times the poverty rate for thechild couple.

Over 10.7 million Australia;were employed in June 2008, almost 7.7 million of
them (71.5 per cent) on a fdiime basis. Employment increased by 552.3 thousand
between June 2006 and June 2008, the numbers unemployed fell by over 52 thousand,
and he unemployment ratdeclined from 4.9 per cent to 4.2 per cefihis was a

time of rapidgrowth and rising living standardlsan ideal time to assess how well the
benefits being enjoyed by the majority were finding their way to those who were
doing it tough.

4 Of the 673 responses to the initial client survey, the majority 487 (73 per cent) were from clients
located in either New South Wales (305, or 46 per cent) or Victo823, (@ 27 per cent). A small
number of minor changes were made to the questionnaire itself to correct ambiguities in the wording of
some questions.

® The source for the figures on disposable income and the poverty IPevésty Lines, Australia,
DecembeQuarter 2008 published by the Melbourne Institute of Economic and Social Research. The
labour force data are taken from the ABS publicafitve Labour Force. Australi§ABS Catalogue

No. 6202.0).




DEPRIVATION AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION AMONG WELFARE SERVICE CLIENTS

The findingsreported beloweveal that many Australians did reftare in thgrowing
economicprosperityimplied by the above figures nd di d not recei ve
downd benefits that many h aadff ofcsusminethe d wer e
economic growth. Instead, the results indicate tiegdrivation and sodigexclusion

both remaned highi too high- among thosevho were forced to rely on welfare

agency assistance in the midst of growing affluence.

Clearly, more needs to be done to address the disadvantages that persist in the midst
of unprecedented affluence. This was the cas2006 and 2008, drnis even more so
asrecessiorbegins to take holoh 2009.
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2 Basic Concepts

Deprivation and social exclusion areelated but different concepthat capture
different dimensions of disadvantagehe common feature they share is thathea
reflects an absence dhe opportunitiesjtems or activities that are regarded as
essential to participate fully in society at a given time. They differ in as much as
deprivation reflects an enforced absence that is specifically due to a lack of économ
resources, whereas social exclusion reflects an absence that reflects causes other than
just a lack of economic resources. In brief, deprivatibos reflecs what people

cannot afford whereas exclusion reflects what thigynot do

Both concepts arexplicitly multi-dimensional in nature and each seeks to shift the
focus away from income as beitige sole determinant of economic adversitd
social disadvantageDeprivation does this by reflecting the constraints imposed by
inadequate economic resoas more generally, while exclusion does ithgyping to
highlight other factors that prevent and constrain different forms of economic and
social participation.

The relationship between deprivation and exclusion is confused by the fact that some
of the items that they cover overlap: thus an inability to participate in customary
social activities is often identified as one dimension of deprivation, while constrained
access tahe labour market (which inevitably gives rise to a lack of resources) is
commorty included asan indicatorof exclusion.

Furthermore, while deprivation has been used to help set an income poverty line,
poverty itself is often regarded as an indicator of exclusiam this case exclusion

from economic resources and the ability tmsuame. Despite these similarities, it is
important to distinguish between deprivation and exclusion, and between each of
them and povertydefined in income terms). The three forms of disadvantage
different and need to be treated so in order to helgeldp appropriate policy
responses. People can be deprived but not poor, poor but not excluded, or excluded
but not deprivedand the characteristics of those affected by each will differ, giving
rise to different responses.

The following discussion progles a more detailed discussion of the conceptual issues
that underpin these differences and explains how the research has built on them to
identify deprivation and exclusion in the Australian context.

2.1 Deprivation

The concept of deprivation was first useddentify poverty in the pioneering study
undertaken over three decades agdhtish sociologist Peter Townsend (1979). In

that study, Townsend asked whether or not people had each of a range of items he
regarded as necessary and developed an indeurbmisig the number of items that

each person did not have.

He showed that the resulting index of deprivationeased as income declined and
identified an incomehreshold beyond which deprivation rose sharglgwnsend
then argued that this threshdldhich was around 20 per cent above the prevailing
levels of social assistance benefitspresented a deprivatidrased poverty line that
could be used to identify povertjlowever, implicit in the approach was the idea that
deprivation itself provided a merdirect indicator of unmet need than a measure that
compared income with a poverty line.
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T o wn s enygidad ssudywas criticised on several grounds, not least because of the
arbitrary nature okome ofthe items used to identify whether or not deprivatio
existed. This, it was claimed, made the approach no better than using an arbitrary
poverty lineto impute poverty on the basis ofported income. The deprivation
approach has been incrementally moditd improvedver the last three decades to
take &count of this (and other) criticisms and is how capable of producing robust and
credible eBmates of the magnitude and severdl deprivaion i how many are
deprivedwhatform their deprivation takesnd the extent of multiple deprivation.

The most imprtant of these modificationkas involved the replacement of an
arbitrary list of itemshosen by the researchsra list that results fromasking people
whether or nothey think thatspecifieditems areessential Only thoseitemsthat are
regarded asessential by a majorityare then usedas the basis for identifying
deprivation. Thidatter approactiakes the decisioabout whether or not an item is
essentialout of the hands of the researcher and places it in #mlshof the
community. In so doing,ht revised approacbombines increased scientific merit
with greater political validityand is thus able to generate results that have greater
credibility (Gordon, 2006).

Although the new approach can only generate robust and credible findings if there is
consensus on which items are essential, studies have shown that tharghdevel

of agreement abouwhich items are essentjahnd that such agreement transcends
differences based on gender, ethnicity, income and other markers of socioeconomic
staus. In Australiathe 2006 community survey included a total of 61 items, of which

48 were regarded as essential by at least 50 per cent of those surveyed and 30 items
were regarded as essential by more than 90 per cent (Saunders, Naidoo and Griffiths,
2007: Table 1).

The items included in the original list must, of course, be chosen carefully to avoid
claims that the list itself is arbitrary, casting doubt on the relevance of the responses
received, irrespective of how closely they align with each othesrder to miimise

any such biagt is important to establish that the items reflect basic needs and that all
such needs are covera the list of items.

Recognigg the importance of this issue, the earlier SPRC study condasedes of

focus group with welfare service cliats and agency staff in ordtr identify which

items thosewith the most immediate experience pverty thought weremportant.

This, in combination with selectinsome additional items that hdvee e n -t der sotaedd 6
in overseasleprivation studies, producecomprehensive list of potential essentials.

Another improvement in the approach has involved distinguishing between not having
an item because it is not wanted, and not having an item because it cannot be
afforded. The famer situationreflects a deliberate choice and does not constitute
deprivation, whichonly exists when there ®n enforced act of denial. Surveys have
tackled this issue directly, by asking those that do not have each item whether this is
because they dnot want it or because they cannot afford it, with athigse inthe
lattergroupidentified as deprived.

The approach is imperfect because of the inherent difficulty of determining whether
an item that one does not have is affordable or not, a probknistbompounded if

the absence of an item leads people to convince themselves that they no longer want
it. (For example, did you cancel thaterseas holiday because yoould not afford it,

or because you decided that other things should take priofty@h so, this
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refinementallows those who do not want specific items to be filtered out from the
deprivation grap and itrepresents an advance owvgnoring the role ofconsumer
preferences altogether

Reflecting he conceptual and methodological improvamts described abovethe
deprivation approach is now commonly used in Europe to supplement hiased
poverty measures (Adelman, Middelton and Ashworth, 2003; Maitre, Nolan and
Whelan, 2006; Berthoud and Bryan, 2008hv&rnnents in Britain and Irelandave

set official poverty reduction targetsat encompadgsoth lowincome (less than either

60 per cent or 70 per cent of the median) and deprivadioh use thenio measure
poverty and monitor progress in reducing it (Department for Work and Pensions,
DWP, 2003: Office for Social Inclusion, 2009).

The deprivation approach is also gaining momentum in Europe more generally, where
the European Union is funding th8urvey of hcome and Living ConditionfEU-

SILC) that will generate the data needed to estitnand track changes in deprivation
and exclusion across all EU countries on a comparable basis.

The deprivationapproach has received a favourable assessmenttfren©OECD

which hagreviewed international studies in the field (Boariniand Er c 06),and 2 0
hasincluded evidence on deprivation as part of a recent comprehensive review of
trends in inequality (OECD, 2008). The latter report notes that:

@ measures of material deprivation point to the importance of looking at

factors that go beyond thecome and earnings capacity of people, to

ot her constituents of an acceptable sta
194)

It also notes that existing deprivation data is not comparable across countries and
importantly, argues for greater standardisation e surveys used to measure
deprivation, noting that;

O0Achieving such standardization in stat
worth doing in the light of the importance for social policy of measuring
material deprivation accuratelyd (OECD,

This latter observation explains why this study has in part drawn on methods and
items used in overseas studies.

The attention being paid hyational governments and international agencies like the
OECD reflects theincreasing influence of deprivation resgarand thegrowing
acceptance of the value of the deprivation condegtience on deprivatiohas the
potential to provide a more informed understanding of the nature of social
disadvantage and lead to a more informed policy responsaverty

The 2006SPRCcommunitystudyfollowed the methodghat have been developed in
Europe (primarily in the United Kingdom) in order to present the first comprehensive
national picture of Australian deprivation. The surasied respondents whether they

® The notion of consistent poverty developed in Irelandha National Institute for Economiand
Social Researcl{Callan, Nolan and Whelan, 1993; Maitre, Nolan and Whelan, 2006) has been
developed for Australia using data from the 2006 community survey by Saunders and Naidoo (2009).

" The 2009 SILC will inclué a special module on deprivation to supplement the indicators already
included (Whelan, Nolan and Maitre, 2008).
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regardeceach 6 61 items as essential wher e t hi s was doagd i ned as
in Australia shoul d.2Tha resonsesindizated 8 ofhout t o
these 61 itemwere regardeds essential by at least pér cent of respondents (after

re-weighting o better capture the views of the population as a whele)e 30 items

received at least 90 per cent support for being essg@@inders, Ndoo and

Griffiths, 2007: Table

Of the 48 items that received majority support for being essential, oneemased

because closer examination revealed that the degree of support did not exceed the cut

off acrossall age groups, four were removed because they meet specific needs and are

thus not relevant to the general population, and 17 were removed beauseth

not items that can be bought by individual
inapplicable’

The remaining26 itemsthat satisfied the majority support criterion are listed below
under 6 broad headings:

Basic needs and capacitigs Warm dothes and bedding, if it's cold; a
substantial meal at least once a day; computer ;skills

Accommodation and domestic facilitiea decent and secure horagpof and

gutters that do not lealsecure locks on doors & windowkeating in at least
one roomof the housgfurniture in reasonable conditipawashing machine
atelevision

Risk protectioni Up to $500 in savings for emergendyome contents
insurancecomprehensive motor vehicle insurance

Social participationi Regular social contact with othpeople atelephone
presents for family or friends each yparweek's holiday awayjrom home
each year

Access to health care Medical treatment if neededble to buy prescribed
medicines dental treatment if needednd

Chi | dr e i éhddrem@neartipate in school activities and outings; an
annual @ntal checkup for children a hobby or leisure activity for children
new schoolbooks and school clothesgpasate bed for each child eparate
bedroom for children aged 10 and aver

The didinction between theix categoriegdentified abovas not based on any formal
statistical analysis of the responses (e.g. clustering or factor analysis), but reflects a
series ofjudgmens about the relationship between the needs that are satisfied by
individual items. It is possible to reclassify particular items to derive an alternative
classification (for example, secure locks on doors and windowlsl be classified as

a form of risk protection, while h e ¢ hi | dould bedremssignede the dher
categoriey but this wouldhot change the overall contesftthelist.

8 The client survey omitted 4 of these items that were not seen as relevant and only asked about 57
items. The omitted items are: damp and hlddtee walls and floors; a printer; an answering machine;
and a fax machine.

® A car was omitted because it did not receive majority support among younger people for being
essential. Items that were not of general relevance include access to mentaddreglés and access

to service for frail older people, and items that cannot be bought by individuals include access to a
public telephone and to be treated with respect by other people.

10



DEPRIVATION AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION AMONG WELFARE SERVICE CLIENTS

Together, the 26 identified essentials provide a concise but focused summary of what
Australians in general regardas h e e s s e,m$ theg ¢éxistedanf200BHede e 6
items form the basis of the results on deprivation and social exclusion that are
presented later.

2.2 Social Exclusion/Inclusion

Social exclusioremerged as an issue of relevance to modern social policy thinking in

France in the 1970s, where it was used to hogihlthe perilous circumstances of the

long-term unemployed and others excluded from the labour market and the welfare

system. Itwas identifiedover a decade ago as one of the thematic priorities of
Britainds Economi c anadd génered aaldrge Rereaseanr ch Co L
research on the topicmuch of it funded by the UK Government (ESRC, 1997).

Since then social exclusion/inclusion (the latter term has more political tractias)
exerted a powerful influence on social polisy the UK, where tle government
monitors trends using a range ©pportunity For Allindicators (DWP, 2007) and
releases thregear National Action Plans that report trends and compare the UK with
other EU countries{WP, 2006).

Ireland has introduced a National O#idor Social Inclusion that isnonitoiing the

progress of its anfpoverty strategy (Northern Ireland Assembly, 2002). Interest in the
concept among European policy makerere generallyc ul mi nated i n t he
Agendad agreed to by Hdplatesasatial excllisionSattet e 1 n
centre of the European social policy agenda (Atkinson, 2007).

Interest in, and the impact of, social exclusion/inclusion in the Australian context

began with the establishment of Social Inclusion Units/BoardeveralStates (most

prominently in South Australiaandas noted earlieg similar process is taking place

at the federal level since the election tbE Rudd GovernmentAddressing the

ACOSS Congress in April 2008, Deputy Prime Minister JGlikard announce that
thenewgver nment would be developing 6a new f|
on the power ful idea of soci al inclusiond

Specific policy initiatives in areas such as homelessness, mental health and
Indigenous healtlare béng developed within a social inclusion framework, and the
recently announced Productivitgommissioninquiry into the Contribution of the
Not-For-Profit Sectoris also adoptinga social inclusion approac{Productivity
Commission, 2009).

The concept of smal exclusionprovidesan alternativdramework for thinking about
issues ohon-participation,marginalisatiorand alienationAlthough those affected by
these problems are often poor and in need of additional income suppormahalso
suffer from arange of otherproblems whose root causéswve to be addressed
directly. The social exclusion framework shifts the focus away from the role of
resource constrain{mportant though these often am)to the other factors that can
prevent people from pacipating in various forms of social, economic and political
activity. It shares with deprivation the idea that disadvaniagdten multifaceted
andcan only be adequately captured within a radiltnensional framework.

Lack of economic resources is omlige amondhe manybarriers to participation that

the exclusion approach is designed to explore. Relationships are particularly
importantand this raises questions about power relations, discriminatidnother
social practices that excludeme peopleThe emphasis on the relational dimensions
also draws attention to the fact that evemgidence of exclusion reflects acts

11
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(conscious or otherwise) taken by others (Atkinson8)12®d this makes the notion
ofagencyit he abil ity t o wnegbalsiacentral fo the studyeof one 6 s
exclusion and inclusion.

As noted earlier, Wat matters when seeking itentify exclusion isvhat peopledo

not dq rather than what thegannot afford In studying social exclusion, there is an
obvious need to differéiate between activities that are relevant to policy and those
that may matter for individuals, bulo not havewider social implications. People
constantly face choiceandseek opportunities that may result in disappointment, but
rarely does this represtean example of social exclusion, where the emphasis is on
being denied the opportunity to participaite activities that are commonplace or
customary in society. There is a large difference betweamgdiopped from the
local footy team because you ck®not o attend training sessions, dmeing excluded
because you did not have the means to travel to the training session in the first place.

Researchers at the Centre for the Analysis of Séoialusion (CASE) at the London

School of Economics haveednt i fi ed excl usion as existi
not participate in key activities in the
Grand and Piachaud, 2002, p.30). This definition rightly identifiespaoticipation

as a key feature of exddion, but fails to adequatetgcognisethe role of (lack of)
opportunity in the process. is not theabsence of participatioitself that constitutes
exclusion, but thdack of the opportunityo participatet h a t under mines pe
agency.

ng
S

It is thedenial of opportunity that is a critical factor when identifying the existence of
exclusion, or the actions thproduce it. In this sensa,lack of opportunityserves a
similar rde in identifying exclusion as lack of resourceslays in identifying
deprivation and povertySaunders, 20G8.

Social exclusion an also be seen as a way stfidying poverty from a new
perspective. British poverty expert Ruth Lister has adopted this view, arguing that:

O0[ P]rovided it i's not u geality, socdal camouf | ag
exclusion can usefully be understood and used as a lens that illuminates

aspects of poverty €& it is a way of | O ¢
rather than an alternative to Iito6 (Liste

Although there is sense in this vieweth is also the danger that the two concepts can
become blurred, particularly if poverty measures (e.g. the proportion of the population
with incomes below half the median) are included as indicators of exclusion, as is
common in Europe. This has the effet re-defining poverty as a form of exclusion
rather than as an independent phenomenon that can be viewed through an exclusion
lens.

Most studies of social exclusiodentify broad areas of exclusion (for example in the
economicand social domains) andeelopa number of specific indicators within
each domain. Rarely have they attempted to aggregate the indicators into an overall
index because of the problems associated with how to do this in a robust but
meaningful way: what weighting system should peli&d to the differenforms of
exclusion and how can they be justified?

One of the merits of an overal/l (6headl i ne
public attention on the issumore effectively than a long list of indicatpesd help to

idertify broad patterns and trend&gainst this, social exclusion takesany different

and diverse fans anda single index can be misleading.

12
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Reflecting these reservations over the benefits of a summary itheezarlierSPRC
study did not attempt to deg an overall indexf exclusion preferring instead to
present the incidence of 27 indicators of exclusnatime following three broad areas:

e Disengagement lack of participation in social and community activities;
e Service exclusion lack of accessotkey services when needed; and

e Economic exclusionrestricted access to economic resources and low

economic capacity

Disengagement covers lack of participation in the kinds of social activities and events
that are customary and widely practiced by mersbof the community. Service
exclusion covers exclusion from services used by a majority of the population,
whether provided publicly and/or subsidised by government (health care; disability,
mental health and aged care services), or predominantly pdoyideately and
subject to extensive user charges (dental treatment; child fozaacial services;
basic household electricity, gas, water and other utilittB)nomic exclusion covers
situations characterised by a range of indicators of economic sitgyencluding
inadequate access to savings, credit, assets and the labour'tharket.

Some of the specific indicators of social exclusion are closely related to the
deprivation indicators identified earlier. For example, no regular social contact with
othe people appears in both lists. However, whereas only those who say that they do
not have itbecause they cannot affordaite identified as deprived in this dimension,
whereasanyone who says that they do not hawveare identified as excluded. It
follows that thelatter (excluded)set is larger than the formg@eprived) sebecause it
includes those who do not have ttean for reasons other than a lackaffiordability.

This group mayncludethose who are new arrivals in their communityo have not

had time to establish a local netwoife.g. recent migrants), those who are
discriminated against, or those who do not feel safeentureoutside of theihome.
These people will balentified as socially excluded even though they may have the
economic reources to supposctive and fulfilling social lies. This process will
highlight factors that woulatherwiseremain concealed and thus not identified as
requiring a response if the focus is purely on the adequacy of economic resources.

Although much hadeenmade in the academic literature about the conceptual and
definitional ambiguities surroumth the notion of social exclusion/inclusion, the idea

itself has been taken up by policy makexs,noted above. This plactt®e onus on
researcherand advocest o Ot al k t heusliaeom@u agfe tohfe ye xwcaln t
with (and influence}he policy debateBut this raises the question of whether this

process willallow policy makers to avoid taking responsibility for addressing issues

such as poverty thabrlonger feature on the policy radar screen.

9 The poverty rate was not included as an indicator of economiagen| in order to maintain a clear
demarcation between poverty (not having enough income to meet current needs) and economic
exclusion (inadequate access to economic resources and capacities), and so that the extent of overlap
between economic exclusiomd poverty could be examined. It would be possible to include the
poverty rate as one of the indicators, although this would require better income data than is possible to
collect in surveys of the kind used in many studies of social exclusion.

13
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In practice, developments do not appear to confirm these fea3A8SE Director
Professor John Hills has observed after reflecongheBritish experience:

z

@ in practice, the emergence of the languagexofusion and inclusion

into the UK policy debate since the late 1990s, has, at least, not damaged

more traditional concerns. In the most optimistic interpretation, embracing

both an antpoverty and amntexclusion agenda has led to a much richer

policy mix, with a much greater chance oflengun success. 6 (Hill s,
p. 243)

A similar assessment is borne out by the fact that both povertynegdality have re
emerged onthe policy agenda in the UK since PM Tony Blist embraced a social
inclusion agada'!

In summary,this discussion has shown that tbenceptof social exclusion has
allowed the debate about the nature and causes of social disadvantage to address
issues that have been neglected because of the focus on economic factors and
constraints

The concept of exclusion has proved to be flexible and has produoedber of
relevant and resiliennsights that have breathed new life into both social research and
social policy It has been embraced by government as giving a fresh impetus to
thinking about the causes of disadvantage bhasl generated new insights into the
nature of social disadvantagfeat have in turrpromoted a livelyand fruitful debate
about what needs to be done.

Together, the work on deprivation and exclusion has openednpprtant new
perspectives, which suggest that Australian povesgarch is poised to entenew
and productive era.

™ Prime Mirister Blair committed his government in 1997 to reducing child poverty in stages within a

generation and eradicating it by 2020, while his successor Gordon Brown oversaw the introduction of a

Nati onal Equality Panel i nhatZzd@nBitdite to inaqualityy aslwkella® anal y s e
the |l inks between them, and wil |l fildl the gaps 1in
(Government Inequalities Office, 2008, p. 4)
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3 ResearchMethods, SampleSize andSampleCharacteristics

3.1 Methods

As indicated abovehe aim of the original studyas to provide aew perspective on

the extent and nature of social disadvantage in Australia built around the concepts of
deprivation and sociatxclusion. This followup studyextends the findings of that
analysis in three ways:

e |t providesa check on the robustness of thethods used to identify essential
items and, from them, the extent of deprivation and social exclusion.

e |t estimateshe extent of dprivation and exclusiom 2008, at the height of
the economic boonbut before the onset othe economicrecessionthat
resulted from the global financial crisis

e It monitorschanges in deprivation and exclusion among a sample of welfare
service clients between 2006 and 2008.

These three topics raisesues of bdt academic and poliapterest. Theyelate both

to researchmethods(how reliableare the methods used to identify disadvariage
service delivery(how do different services compare in terms of the severity of
problems facing their clier®s andpolicy outcoms (what is the extent and nature of
the social disadvaage experienced by welfare service clients in 2008 and how has it
changed since 200%?

With these issues mind, and building on the success of the 2006 client suraey,
numberof government and negovernment agncies werepproached to providbe
support needed financial and irkind i to repeat the original survé§The following
agenciesagreed to providsupport to the projeandplayeda vital role inensuring

the success of the study bscruiting the releant services to assist wittonducing

the survey serving as a distribution and collection point for the questionnaires,
overseeing the actual implementation of the suraay, providingvaluablefeedback
andinput into this report:

South Australiads  Soraddalte SouthAdstteban on | ni t
Department othePremier and Cabinet;

The ACT Community Inclusion Boayd | ocated in the ACT Ct
Department;

The Victorian Department of Human Services;
Mission Australia;

The ACT Council of Social Service (ACTCOSS);
The Queasland Council of Social Service (QCOSS);
Centacare Tasmania,

Anglicare Sydney, Anglicare (Canberra and Goulbur@nd Anglicare
(Western Australig and

2 The financial support was needed to cover the costs of survegrption, distribution and analysis,
while the inkind support took the form of identifying the participating services and the input of those
who actually distributed, collected and collated the surveys.
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Melbourne Citymission*®

Once the funding agencies hagreedo participate servics that had thenterest and
capacity to administer the questionnawere identified and approacheshd airgets
were set for the number of completed questires in each State/Territoly (For
convenience, the word States is used henceforth to cover the 6 Statestitipefed
in the study and the Australian Capital Territofifis process formedn integral part
of the project and involved a series of lengthy and complexcritically important
negotiations. Once agreement at this level had been reached, questomere
distributed to the participating servicesho were askd to approach clients when
theyaccessed services seekthgir agreement to complete theestionnaire

Most of those who were approached agreed tticgzate in the surveybut it is
important to note that the client sample cannot be expected to be representative of the
population of welfare service clients in the same way that20@6 community
sample wa representative of the community a whole. Not only dithe surveynot

involve dl relevantcommunity sector agencies, the services digaéed to participate

were those that had the capacity to do so.

Although the clients approached were also under no obligation to participate, it can be
argued that they may have felt under a degfeeompulsion to participate because
they wereseeking support (frequently @oing supportfrom those whaapproached

them withthe survey.

The fact that thevelfare serviceclient sample is not representative af welfare
serviceclients in Australiais a reflection of the recruitment method used and should
not be regarded as an avoidable weakness. The alternative involves relying on the
small numbers who respond to a genpulation survey, which ikely to contain

its ownunobservable biases.

Since theidentity of theservices ged to recruit participants to this studyknown
(see Appendix A)it is possible to use this information to gain an insigto the
kinds of clients whowere approached. Furthermosgnce most of these agreed to
paticipate, there is no reasavhy the samplegenerated is biased representation of
the clients of thse services thaiarticipatedn the study.

What is more problematic isvhetherthe sample is representative of the entire
population of service usersinse the services covered are not representative of the
community sector as a whole. This has important implicationsrigrconclusions
drawn from comparisons made within the 2008 sample, or between it and the 2006
sample. Every effort has been made tespnt only those comparisons that minimise
such problemsbut the reservations that in&atbly apply to the results neénl be kept

in mind.

Survey Design

Because one of the magoals of this study is to examine movements in the extent
and nature of sodialisadvantage among welfare service clients between 2006 and

13 Connections Victoria had originally expressed ateriest in participating in the project, but was
prevented from doing so because other commitments overlapped with the timing of the fieldwork.

14 Because the earlier survey was focused mainly on New South Wales and Victoria, more effort was
put into recruiing participants from elsewhere, with a special emphasis on South Australia, where
South Australiads Soci al lerestin thesgrogect. | ni ti ati ve had
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2008, the survey instruent used to derive the results was adoeénged (aside from
some minor amendments to remove a small number of ambignities wording and
lay-out of some questiopnsThe basic structure of the questionnaireorganised
around thre&ey questions relating to the list of potential essential items:

¢ Isthe item essential? (Yes/No)
e Do you have it? (Yes/No)
e If you do not have it, is this because you cannot afford it? (Yes/No)

The responses to these three questions are then used to identify the essentials of life
and whether or not people are deprived or excluded, as indicated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Structure of Questions Ugd to Identify Deprivation and Social
Exclusion
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Source:SaundersNaidooand Giffiths, 2007: Figure 3

The sequencing of questions is designed to first identify those items that are regarded
as essential by a majority (at least 50 per cent) of respondents (shown in-tiaadeft

side of Figure 1). The items so identified are then used to identify whether or not
individuals are deprived of the item (shown in tbeer section of Figure 1), and
whether individuals are excluded in various dimensions (shown in thehaglt side

of Figure 1).

(@)
wm

| mportantl vy, as indicated earlier, the
that is used as filter to identify the role of lack of resourceghen identifying
deprivationdid not affect whether or not people were identified as eletbecause

the causes of exclusion extend beyond economic factors.

As with the 2006 welfare clients survey, the 2008 questionnaire included 57 items (4

less than in the community survey) about which the above questions were asked.

After aninitialquestitf t hat covered 21 6everyday items
| east once a day, warm cl othes and beddin
remaining items were arranged in groups of six relating to the following domains:
accommodation and housingghdion and transport; health and health care; social and
community participation; care and support; and education and skills.
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Thesedomains were developed from the feedback provided by a series of focus group
interviews with service clients and also refléhe advice provided by the community
sector organisations that participated in the 2006 study.

3.2 Sample Size

The questionnaires were distributed to the agencies in the week ihgginiMayand
the recruitment processontinuedfor 11 weeks,until the we& beginning 21 July
This period wasalmost exactlytwo years after the original client survey was
conducted in the period between April and July 2006.

Table 1 shows the original targets settf@numberof respondents in each Staaad
the actual numdrs of completed questionnaires achieved.

Table 1: Sample Targets andAchieved Numbersby State

State/Territory Agencies Involved Sample Size:
Target Achieved
New South Wales Mission Australia, Anglicare (Sydney); 300 296
Anglicare (CaberraGoulburn)
South Australia UnitingCare Wesley; Centacare; Mission 500 417

Australia; Luthean Community Care;
Baptist Care (SA) IncService to Youth
Council Ing SalvationArmy; Anglicare
(SA)
Queensland Multicultural Development Asociatio; 200 144
Access Services; Youtmd Family
Services (logan City) Brisbane
Homelessness Service Centre; Spiritus
Mission Australia

Victoria Mission Australia; Melbourne Citgission 200 117
Connections
Tasmania Mission Australia; Centacare 100 78
Wedern Australia  Mission Australia; Anglicare WA 100 107
Australian Capital Uniting Care Kippax; Civic Early Morning 100 78
Territory Centre; ACT Mental Health Foundation;
Community Connections; Citizens Advice
Bureau
Total 1,500 1,237

It is important toemphasise that thatio of the two sets of figures shownTable 1
doesnot represent the respmrate achieved in each Stabet provide a guide to

how the numbers recruited to participate in the survey correspond to the original
targets set in eacjurisdiction Thesetargetswere themselves intended to provide
only an indicative estimate of what was achievaaie their main role was to guide

the number of questionnaires that were printed and distriboitegich location

In the event, the actuatcruitment process took on a life of its own once the process
commenced, with some States doing better than originally thought and others finding
the practicalities more difficult than envisaged.

The most important figure shown in Table 1 is the totethber of completed surveys
obtained, which at 1,237sialmost doubleghe 673 welfare sevice clients who
participatedhe original survey (Saunders, Naidoo and Griffiths, 2007, p. 23). Further
details of the final sample broken down by agency and serypeedre provided in
Appendix A.
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The composition of the sample in terms of such socioeconomic variables as age,
family type, living arrangements, housing tenure, education, labour force status,
country of birth, Indgeneity and even Staté residence is reflection of the kinds of
service from which participants were recruiteshd the willingness of those
approached to participat&his mears that the results derived from the 2008 survey
are not directly comparable with those produced from the earl@6§Zurveyeven
though therecruitmentprocesswvas the same both cases. There are differences in
the kinds of services that participated in the two survayd,lecause many services
cater to specific needs, this will affect the degree and form ciddmtage
experienced by thse recruited to theample

This makes it importanto interpret observed differencésver time and between
State$ with extreme caution as they may refléoe composition of the sample given
how it was recruited as opposed teflecting deefs e at e d (6real 6)
Reflecting these limitations, many of the comparisons presented later relate to specific
demographic groups classified on the basis of such variables as age andyfzaraly

a way of abstracting frorhe differences in sample composition. TlEschieved at a

cost, since the sample size often becomes snmsdimetimegoo small to dranany
reliable statistical inferences from the results.

It is also possible to identify thosetho participatedn the 2008 swey who were
recruited from the samservices used to recruit participants to the 2006 suriey
problem of bias arising from changes in the service compositidcheofample is

likely to beless of a problem for thi8§ ma t ¢ h-® a m pWwhéldis thuslikely to
providea betterbasis for comparinghovements oar time in social disadvantageis

also possible to compare the characteristics of the matcheshsyile over the two

years to get a sense of how the change in the kinds of services thapgtadian the

two surveys may have affected the results more generally. Both approaches are used
later to provide a better insight into the results and what they imply for how things
changed between 2006 and 2008.

Despite these reservations, the 2008 welfservice client data, like its predecessor,
represents a unique andjhly valuable resource tharovides a new perspective on
the kinds of disadvantage experienced by those doing it tough and gemepat¢ant
new insights for service providers analipy makers.

Given the (understandable) reluctance of those forced to rely on welfare service
assistance to participate in social surveys generally, the alternative to taking the
approach adoptedhere would almost certainly have produced a small,
unrepraentative sample or required such a large ov@rapulationbasedsample as

to be prohibitively expensive. The approach taken has built on existing networks and
past collaborations between SPRC researchers and the community sector to produce a
sample thtavoids both problems.

3.3 Sample Characteristicsi Sociceconomic Status

Table 2 provides a breakdown of the 2008 welfare service client sample disaggregated
by thecharacteristics of spondents and by Stateis important to note that the State
identifier used to derivéhe estimates ifable 2 (and subsequent results) is Haze
information provided byespondents on their postcode, rather than on the location of
the agencies that distributed the surveys (see Table 1). This mainly affects a small
numberof respondents who were recruited by ageniciestified in Table 1 as being

in New South Wales (NSW) who reported a postcode located in the ACT.
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Small sample size is an issue for some of the breakdowns shown in Tablef@r(and
the resultgpresented late particularlythosein Appendices B and )CIn order to alert

the reader to tlse problemsestimates based on a sample of 20 or fewer observations
have been highlighted with shaditigoughout the report.

The key point to note about thiguresin Table2 is that the sample is heavily skewed
towards younger people (aged under 30), with this group representing b@&veen

cent and 46 per cent of respondantgach Stateln contrast, there are relatively few
older people (aged 65 and over) in the santexcept in Victoria) and in general the
sample size of this group is too small to draw any meaningful conclusamsthe
survey findings Reflecting these age biases, the samples are also skewed towards
younger single people or families with childrgaysticularly sole parent families.

Table 2: Sample Composition by Respondent Characteristics and State
(percentages in brackets)

Total ACT NSW Queensland South  Tasmania Victoria  Western

Characteristic Sample Australia Australia
Total:
1237 82 292 145 417 78 115 108
Gender:
Male 432 32 86 38 175 23 52 26
(35.8) (40.00 (315) (26.4) (42.3) (29.9) (45.2) (24.8)
Female 776 48 187 106 239 54 63 79
(64.2) (60.0) (68.5) (73.6) (57.7) (70.1) (54.8) (75.2)
Age:
Under 30 427 25 87 49 145 22 51 48
(35.5) (31.3) (32.0) (34.0) (35.3) (28.6) (44.3) (45.7)
30-64 731 55 173 93 259 54 41 56
(60.7) (68.8) (63.6) (64.6) (63.0) (70.1) (35.7) (53.3)
65 and over 46 - 12 2 7 1 23 1
(older) (3.8) (4.4) (1.4) .7) (1.3) (20.0) (1.0)
Householdype:
Singleadult(<65) 234 29 40 17 105 19 12 12
(19.4) (36.3) (14.7) (11.8) (25.4) (24.4) (10.5) (11.4)
Single adult (65¥% 24 - 10 - 2 1 11 -
(2.0) (3.7) (0.5) (2.3) (9.6)
Couple(<65), no 100 5 23 18 33 6 6 9
children (8.3) (6.3) (8.5) (12.5) (8.0) (7.7) (5.3) (8.6)
Couple (65% 13 - 2 1 2 - 7 1
(1.1) (0.7) (0.7) (0.5) (6.1) (1.0)
Couple(<65), with 339 23 93 51 94 17 27 34
children (28.1) (28.8) (34.2) (35.4) (22.8) (21.8) (23.7) (32.4)
Sole parent 236 17 50 24 86 24 10 25
(196) (21.3) (18.4) (16.7) (20.8) (30.8) (8.8) (23.8)
Other 260 6 54 33 91 11 41 24
(216) (7.5 (19.9 (22.9) (22.0) (14.1) (36.0) (22.9)

Table 3 provides a more detailed age breakdown efstmple in each Stat€he
differences shan reflect variations in the kinds of services that participated in the
study, and since many of them provide services that cater to the needs of specific age
groups. This has important flean effects for the comparisons presented and
discussed later

The estimates in Table 3 indicate that, in overall terms, the sample predominantly
includes those between the ages of 17 and 44, with almost 70 per cent of the sample
falling in this age range. The large number of shaded cells shown in Table 3 (which
indicaie that the estimates are based on a sample of 20 or fewer observations) also
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highlights the problems of small sample size that are a feature of many of the
disaggregations described below.

However, there are also some marked differences in the age trotctte sample in

each Stat¢hat need to be borne in mind. The State that differs most from the overall
pattern in terms of age structure is Victoria, which has a substantial number of both
younger (under 24) and older people (65 and over in particllag) ACT sample is

more heavily concentrated between the ages of 35 and 54, while Western Australia
(WA) has a higher proportion aged between 25 and 34 than the other States and there
are fewer people aged between 17 and 24 in Tasmania.

Table 3: The Age Composition of Each State Sample (percentages)

Age Range Total ACT NSW QLD SA TAS VIC WA
sample
Under 17 25 2.5 2.9 0.0 3.2 0.0 4.3 1.9
17-24 21.3 20.0 18.0 20.8 20.9 13.0 30.4 28.6
2529 11.7 8.7 11.0 13.2 11.2 15.6 9.6 15.2
30-34 10.5 12.5 11.0 8.3 10.0 10.4 8.7 14.3
3539 15.3 11.2 16.5 16.0 16.1 15.6 13.9 12.4
40-44 11.0 7.5 12.9 16.0 10.2 10.4 3.5 14.3
4549 9.1 18.7 8.8 9.0 10.2 7.8 4.3 4.8
5054 6.5 7.5 7.0 5.6 7.1 13.0 0.9 4.8
5559 5.4 8.7 55 6.9 5.8 7.8 1.7 0.9
60-64 2.9 25 1.8 2.8 3.6 5.2 2.6 1.9
65 and over 3.8 0.0 4.4 1.4 1.7 1.3 20.0 0.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 4complements Table By providing a range of additional information about
the characteristics ahoserecruted into the sample in each Stat€hese figures
reveal that relatively fewbglow 30 per cent in aflasesexceptNSW, Queesland and
WA) are employed, whil¢he vast majority (between 60 per cent and 86 per cent)
derive most of their income from a sdcgecurity payment. The samphdso has a
heavy representation tfiose who have not completed high school and whévamg

in public housing although the latter figure varies considerably from around 19 per
cent in Queensland and Victoria to almosp@s cent in the ACT

In total, over 10 per cent of respondents were born in aEmgfishspeaking
overseas country. Although the numbers are small in most cases, this proportion
varies considerably, ranging from less than 4 per cent in South Austra)iao(Sver

25 per cent in Queenslafidwith the difference reflecting where migrants choose to
live and the kinds of services that participated mghrvey in each Stat®nein ten

of the sample seldentified as Indigenous, with this proportion highesthe ACT

and WA and lowest in Victoria and Tasmania.

Close to 40 per cent of the sample reported having a disability-goiog medical
condition that restricts their daily activity, with the prevalence of disability in the
sample being highest in te ACT and lowest in Queensland and WA. Finally,
reflecting the heavy reliance of many participants on social security benefits, around
onequarter has a pensioner concession card and ovefifthe a health care card,

with the variation in coverage of tfermer greater than for the latter.

In overall terms, the information contained in Tables 2 and 4 confirms that the sample
does indeed contain a group of highly disadvantaged Australians. On every indicator
examined, the economic and social status of gshmple falls well below the
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corresponding populatiewide benchmarks (for example, as reported in the 2006
community survey). In overall terms, the 2008 welfare client sample has low
educational qualifications, has a low probability of being employes a high
incidence of disability, has losmcome and is heavily reliant on government to
provide income support, concession cards and access to subsidised public housing.

Table 4: Characteristics of Survey Respondents (percentages)

Total ACT NSW Queensland South Tasmania Victoria Western

Characteristic Sample Australia Australia
Employed® 28.1 206 343 39.5 20.3 13.6 28.9 40.4
Social

security 71.9 79.4 65.7 60.5 79.7 86.4 71.1 59.6
recipient®

Low 53.9 372 494 427 62.1 48.7 60.7 58.7
educatior®

Public renter 28.7 646 32.2 194 27.2 25.6 19.3 23.8
Overseas

born 10.3 15.0 129 25.2 3.6 9.0 9.7 7.6
(NESC)@

Indigenous/ 10.0 16.3 10.0 9.8 10.2 7.7 2.6 14.3
ATSI

Has a 39.2 538 31.7 24.3 47.2 42.3 47.4 24.8
disability ©

!?)ow-income 46.0 416 375 38.7 54.5 49.3 60.8 30.5
Pensioner 24.2 25,0 27.3 14.9 29.4 19.5 21.2 14,4
concession

card

Health care 42.6 375 377 41.8 42.4 51.9 46.8 49.0
card

Notes:(a) The espondent 6s lashaveek waa empioyed {fufine or paritime) expressed as
percentage of all responden{b) Social security payment is the main source of income; (c) Did not corr
secondary school; (d) Born overseas in a-Baglishspeaking country; (e) Has a-going disability or medida
conditionthat restricts daily activiti (f) Weekly income is below $8.

Although these features are common to many survey participants, there are some
notable differences that make it difficult to comptre findings aaoss jurisdictions

If each States ranked by five of thendicators presented in Tablei 4employment

rate; social security reliance; low education; Indigenous proportion; and incidence of
disability1 then it appears tha overall termsthe SA sampleis most disadvantaged
across these dimensions, followed by the ACT, Tasmania and Victoria, then by NSW
and WA, with Queensland the least disadvantaged.

Although it is possible to argue that a different set of indicators could be used for such
a purposethe rankings i@ sufficiently similar across the differesbmbinations of
indicatorsto suggest that this would not change the rankings very much. These
differencesimply that the sampkdased comparisons across States and Territories
cannot be used to sess the extent of overall disamvage in each jurisdiction, ntar

draw any reliableconclusions about the relative success axfiad policies in each
circumstance

In conclusion, tiis clear from Tables 2 andl that thesamplingmethoddescribed
earlia has been successiul recruting a sample of disadvantaged Australians, many
of whom would most probablynot have agreed tgoarticipate in a randomly
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distributed surveyAt the same time, the sample characteristics also indicate that the
numbers involvd are often smali too small to allow any robust conclusions to be
drawn from the sample estimates. This is always an issue when attempting to
document and compare in quantitative terms the circumstances of small igrthueps
population A degree of cauwdn must thus be applied to the results and to any
conclusions drawn from them.

3.4 Sample Characteristicsi Vulnerability and Well-Being

Although the principal aim of the survey is to establish the extent of deprivation and
social exclusioramong welfare sgice clientsin 200§ the questionnaire contains a
series of questions that generate important information aborgdbet experiences of
participants, as well as series obubjective assessmentsdifferent aspects aell-

being. The responsestites questions provide valuabdeidence about the degree of
disadvantage experienced by those who took part in the survey and form the basis of a
betterunderstanding ofvhat it means to be doing it tough

Table 5summarises the extent to which survey pgréints had experienced each of a
series of adverse events over the course of the last twelve months because of a
shortage of mone¥. (Respondents could provide multiple responses to the survey
guestion, so the percentages do not sum to 100).

These figuresighlight the turbulent lives ahanywelfare service clienfsvith many

of them unable to afford to keep up with regular bills, forced to take action to seek
financial or other assistance, anable toafford to participate in customary social
activities These statistics revetile first sgns that deprivation and exclusion &aets

of life for many of those whare dependent on the assistance provided by welfare
agencies.

Over onehalf of those in the sample could not go out with friends becauseddy
not afford to pay their way, while on¢hird hadbeen forcedo wear basfitting or
worn-out clothes This evidencendicates that a shortage of money often resulted in
isolation and social exclusion. Housing costs were also depnofor many people
with over D per cent unable to pay rent or mortgage payments ondimdeglose to
40 per cenunable to keep up with domestic utility and other bills.

Around onein-seven {4.3 per cent) had been forced to move house over the last 12
months because ¢l could not keep up with their housing coistan indication that
poor economic circumstances can undermine the stability that cloomssettled
accommodation, plamg peopleat risk of descendingnto a downward spirabf
precariousness and vulneralyilit

It is dangerous to draw any firm conclusions form Table 5 (and later tables) about the
ranking of disdvantage in each Stabecause of the problems alluded to earlier about

the lack of comparability of the sample in each jurisdiction. It is, howeverthw
observing that the range covered by the estimates is considerable in all cases, with the
highest incidence rate generally exceeding the lowest by between 50 per cent and 100
per cent Among the most notable features of these results is the high niceids

®The quest i oHaveaherk kedn times Hver the last 12 months wheexmerienced any

of the following because of a SHORTAGE OF MONEY? Not e that although the
specifically to a shortage of money as being the cause of the event, the responses cannot be used to
estimate deprivation because the events thenselke a consequence of unmet need, rather than an
articulation of which goods and services are required to satisfy the needs themselves.
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having to seek welfare assistance and being constrained by a lack of public transport
in the ACT, and the low incidence of having to move house in WA and of wearing
badfitting clothes in NSW.

Table 5: The Incidence of Advere Events Resulting fom a Shortage of Money
(percentages)?

Percentages:

Event Total ACT NSW QLD SA TAS VIC WA
sample

Had to go without food when hungry  34.8 40.2 31.3 30.1 405 28.9 34.2 291
Got behind with the rent or mortgag  32.3 39.0 374 315 26.2 34.2 28.8 408
Moved house because the 14.3 14.6 12.8 19.6 151 145 12.6 9.7
rent/mortgage was too high

Couldnét keep up 388 427 438 336 390 395 261 417
water, electricity, gas or telephone

Had to pawn or sell somethingr 325 40.2 28.8 25.9 35.6 35.5 306 33.0
borrow money from a money lender

Had to ask a welfare agency for foo  42.8 53.7 40.9 30.1 494 447 34.2 38.8
clothes, accommodation or money

Wore badfitting or worn-out clothes 324 36.6 24.9 30.8 358 434 28.8 34.0

Coul dndét go out 535 43.9 51.6 47.6 60.0 52.6 46.8 56.3
| was unable to pay my way

Unable to attend a wedding or 12.7 146 142 140 116 158 9.9 10.7
funeral

Coul dndt get to 30.3 41.5 21.7 28.7 36.5 30.3 27.0 26.2
because of lack of transgio
None of the above 18.4 17.1 19.6 19.6 15.6 13.2 28.8 18.4

Note:Percentages are expressed relative to the total number of respondents.

The figures also show that many survey respondents had taken actiaeve tiedir
circumstances, with between 25 per cent and 40 per cent being forced to pawn or sell
something or borrow money from a money lender, betiveen ong¢hird and one

half seeking welfare agency assistance with food, clothes, accommodation or
money'®

The final feature of Table 5 that warrants some attention relates to the figures in the
final row, which indicates the proportion that had not experienced any of the
identified events over the previous 12 months. Tigigre also varies considerably

from a low of 13.2 per cent in Tasmania to 28.8 per cent in Victoria, with the overall
figure of 18.4 per cent implying that over feififths of the sample experienced at
least one of the identified events.

Table 6compares the incidence of a range oéaltterelated difficulties, refleahg

either aninability to afford to access important services or the experience of
conditions such asickness, depression, klmess or anxiety that are symptomatic of

a low level of wellbeing andpoor social functioning.There is a large range of
experience captured in the samples in each State across all of the indicators, but direct
comparisons are again fraught with difficulty.

Among the more notable findings are the high incidencéheffirst four health
related prol#ms among the ACT sampléhe high incidence of depression in
Tasmaniaandthe relatively low incidencef the final three conditions (depression,

'8 The survey question on seeking assistance from a welfare agency refers only to specific forms of
assistance, whichxplains why the responses are below 100 per cent.
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isolation and anxiety) in NSWI'he figures in the final row again provide an overall
assessment of thdtigtion in each Statesuggesting that the situation in NSW,
Queensland and Victoria is somewhat better overall in these dimensions than
elsewhere. Again, however, more than féfiths of the overalkample experienced at
leastone of the identigddifficulties

Table 6: The Incidenceof Health-Related Difficulties (percentagesf®

Percentages:
Event Total ACT NSW QLD SA TAS VIC WA
sample

Could not afford to see a doctor whe  22.3 36.3 18.4 24.6 18.3 26.0 22.3 31.4
self/family member was sick

Could not afford to see a dentist 47.1 56.3 44.8 45.1 47.4 50.6 42.0 50.5
when self/family member was sick
Unable to afford medicines 37.6 43.8 35.0 33.1 38.8 455 33.0 41.0

prescribed by a doctor

Often felt too sick to get out of bedi  30.5 41.3 27.8 26.1 30.9 37.7 259 333
the morning

Felt depressed and lacking in self 56.7 575 473 521 63.0 675 527 590
esteem

Felt isolated and lonely 47.8 53.8 404 437 533 519 420 505
Often felt anxious about your 60.4 66.3 534 57.0 64.9 63.6 60.7 59.0
problems

None of the above 18.4 16.3 24.2 204 14.3 15.6 24.1 13.3

Note:Percentages are expressed relative to the total number of respondents.

Table 7comparesa range of indicators of hardship and subjective -iveilhg that

cover thredroad areas. The firsreaincludesthree indicators ofestrictedeconomic

repurces relating to the ownership of assets, access to emergency credit and
discretionary spending powerThe second is an indicator of agency, reflecting

degree to which gople feel they have control over their lives and the things that

happen to themThe final three indicators capture different dimensiohsubjective

well-beingr el ating to the degree of satisfactioc
abiltytogetbym oneds i ncome, and whether or not
as poor.

Table 7: The Incidence ofHardship and Low Well-Being (percentages)®

Percentages:
Indicator Total ACT NSW QLD SA TAS VIC WA
sample

Does not have merthan $50,000 in 70.9 841 634 703 758 769 609 694
assets

Could not raise $2,000 in an 39.0 437 399 342 406 404 327 391
emergency within a week

No special treaf 53.6 556 535 457 559 658 505 47.6
Lacks choice and contréi 15.2 185 132 211 133 169 170 139

Dissatisfied with standard of livin§ 294 39.0 276 252 309 312 230 323
Does not have enough to getbyon  34.9 476 344 317 37.8 325 248 320
Subjectively poof® 55.4 671 528 525 600 571 447 50.0

Notes:(a) Percentages are expressed relative to the total number of respondents; (b) Has not spent $1C
on a special treat for self within the last 12 months; (c) Sceferia 16point scale that describes the degree
choice andr cymur odwrmolviefe and the things that
current standard of living; (e) Sedescribes self/family as poor.
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Theoverall incidence of these indicators vamesisideably, from around 15 per cent

in reldion to a lack of choice and control, to over 70 per cent in relation to having

assets (excluding the family home and any superannuation entitlements) valued at less

than $0,000. As before, there & range of differences in incidencates across

Stateswithin each indicator, with the most notable outliers being the high incidence of

low assets and not having enough to get by on in the ACT, and the low incidence of

the same two indicatorspldsi ssati sfaction with oneds st an

Almost 40 per cent of the sample could not raise $2,000 in a week in an emergency,

and over hal f had not been able to spend
themselves over the last year. Doing it tough not only means having to go without the

basic of life, but also having no scope for even the most modest indulgandea

lack of connection with the support that most others are able to call on in times of
financial need.

The figures presented in Tables 5, 6 and 7 highlight the kinds of difficiia¢shtose
included in the welfare clients sample experienced over 2hendnths prior to the

sample orat the time that the survey was conducfEldey paint a bleak picture in

which many are struggling to survive economically, are forced to move housekor s
external assistance, are unable to access health services when they need them, suffer
from depression loneliness and anxiety, have few economic resources and express
dissatisfaction with their standard of living. More than -timed of those surveyed

said that they did not have enough income to get by one, and over half described
themselves as poor.

3.5 Summary

This section has described how the survey was conductelagesdamined some of

the information provided as a way of providing background infdonabn the
characteristics of those who participated. The main message that comes through loud

and clear is that theample of welfare service clienitshighly disadvantaged across a

broad range of indicators relating to their economic capacity and cesp@access to

support navorks, ability to purchasbasic items ath services, abilityo pay regular

household billson time andability to participate in the kinds of activities that most

Australians enjoy on a regular basis: going out with friends@sdhout i ng oneé
r o u nvelading decent clothes and indulging in the oceadi@modestjreat.

Not surprisingly, the fact that many survey participants were experiencing
disadvantage across many the dimensions examined meahst other problems
relating t o p e obeihgeandssensgeeof idlentity and belonging were a common
experienceOver onehalf of the sample reported being depressed and lacking in self
esteem,almost half feltisolated and lonelyand over 60 per cemneported being
anxious aboutheir problemsver the last 12 months

Around 15 per cenit between onén-six and onen-seven- felt that they hadittle
control over their livesand the things that happen to them. Almosethird were
dissatisfied with their current standard ofiig, a slightly higher percentagaid they

were unable to make ends meet, and well over half felt that they and their families
were poor.

Tables 3 and 4 indicate thathere are differences in the aged socioeconomic
structure of the samplerecruitedin each Statand these are likely to havmportant
flow-on effects on the outcome indicatasscribed in Tables 5, 6 and 7. This makes
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it difficult to draw any conclusions abouhe extent and causes of observed
differences across the different juristbos

The statistics reporteith the abovetablescannot be expected to convey the misery
and despair experienced by those whose lives are captured in these impersonal
markers of disadvantage and hardship.

No set of statistics can adequately capturecibmbination of stresses financial,
medical and emotiondl that are a common feature of the lives of many welfare
service clients, nor can they represent the vulnerabilities and upheavakxigiat
among those who are doing it tough. The fact that nfaal that they have little
control over their lives (passive welfare with a vengearfoether illustrates the lack

of agency that is a central feature of their lives.

What the statisticean do is help to quantify the extent of the problems experienced
thereby highlightinghe need for action. The following two sections examine the data
in greater detail as a contribution towards this important task.
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4 Aggregate Results

4.1 The Framework

The first step in the process of developing indicatorsdegprivation and social
exclusion involves identifying those items that are regarded as essential by a majority
of the community (see Figure 1) Three aspects of theapproach are worth
emphasising. iFst, the aim is to get people to identify items that are essdntial
people in generalnot for the individuals themselves. This involves asking people to
reflect on thenature of basic needyy abstracting from their own circumstances, and

is designed to capture needs that hgesmeral applicability andniversal relevace, as
opposed to wants that have a more specific, individual focus.

At the same time, it allows individuals to identify needs that may not be relevant to
their own circumstance$ another feature that extends the applicability of the
responses generatédSecond, for the question to produce responses that have general
applicability, it is necessary to ask them of a broad, reptasen section of the
community. Tirdly, because the items required to satisfy basic needs (and in some
instances the natud the needs themselves) are likely to change over 8orag of

the items identified as essential walsovary and will thus have relevance only to a
specific point in time.

Although this study is focused on the extent of disadvantage among the ofients

selected welfare services, the identification of essential items that underpins the
indicators developed has been drawn from respostheii | s it essential ?20
that wasasked as part of the community survey conducted in 2006.

This is importat, becaus¢he aimof this studyis to assess the extent of disadvantage
amongwelfare service clientssing benchmarks that have relevance to the community
as a wholenot just to those who are the focus of the study.

Although it has just been noted thihese benchmarks are likely to shift over time, the
two-year interval between th&o surveyss not long enough for thete have been
any marked changa theidentifiedessential items.

Two other features of the approasarrantfurther discussion. Tenfirst relates to the
identificationof the items included in the list of potential essentials. Clearly, this can
have an important bearing on the responses received and it is therefore important to
ensure that the items includedll not induce a bias irthe responseelicited. This

could arise because people are only asked for their views on whether the items
included in the list are essential or not, but are not asked about items that are not
includedin the list.

This potential problem was overcometive original study by basing the list of items
on focus group discussions with welfare service clients and agencylstaff what
constitutes a decent life in Australia toddhese discussiondentified many of the
items included in the questinaire, as explained in earlier reportsSdunders and
Sutherland, 2006; Saunders, Naidoo and Griffiths, 2007@. aim of this step in the

" For example, people can be asked whether or not items that relate specifically to children are
essential, irrespective of whether or not they have children of their own. This allows one to assess
whetherthe circumstances of the respondent (e.g. whether or not they have children) affects whether or
not specific items (e.g. those relating to children
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research process is to develop a set of indicators that are grounded in the realities of
poverty as expressed by those whce agxperiencing it. This process was
supplemented by drawing on items included in overseas studies of deprivation and
social exclusion, where these had not emerged from the focus group discussions.

The second issue relates to the method used to identighwkims are essential from

the survey responses$ollowing overseas practice, the -aift of support that defined
whether an item was essential or not was set at 50 per cent. This approach has both
intuitive appeal ands consistent with the widespreacews the majority rulecriterion

in many areasf collective decisiormaking.

The majority that is relevant heege the majority of those who participated in the
community survey,although the responses wereweighted to reflect the age
structure of tk populationto offset any response bias in orderpi@duce a better
estimate of majority opinion in the population at larget just amonghose who
responded to the survey.

4.2 The Essentials of Life

Table 8lists the 57itemsthat were includeth the two client surveysaind summarises
the responses to the first two of three key questions identified in Figurthdse
relating to whether each item is essential and whether respondents have edebritem
completenes, results are shown for tlearlier (20@) community and cliensurveys

as well as for the new (2008) client survey.

The items have been ranked in terms of the degree of support for them being essential
among the (weighted) community sample, because this is the benasedtaterto

identify deprivationand exclusion These resultsallow comparisons to be drawn
between theommunty and two client samples and to examat@ngesover time in

the client sampleresponss. However, theseeomparisons need to be treated with
caution because of diffences in theamposition of the three samplasd this should

be borne in mind thrazhout the following discussion.

Table 8: Identification and Possession of the Essentials of Life in Community and
Client Samples, 2006 and 2008 (uveighted percentages)

Is it essential? Do you have it?
Community  Client Client  Community  Client Client
sample sample sample sample sample sample
2006 2006 2008 2006 2006 2008

Medical treatment, if needed 99.9 99.8 994 97.0 88.9 87.3
Warm clothes antiedding if i€s cold 99.8 994 99.5 99.6 90.0 89.3
A substantial meal at least once ad 99.6 98.3 98.8 98.5 84.7 83.0
Able to buy medicines prescribed by 99.4 98.9 99.0 95.7 69.0 69.3
a doctor
Access to a local doctor or hospital 99.3 98.9 99.1 955 91.3 88.6
Disability support services, when 98.9 96.1 96.9 49.8 39.8 447
needed
Dental treatment, if needed 98.6 96.6 96.5 81.3 43.0 45.0
To be treated with respect by other 98.4 98.3 97.7 92.6 76.5 76.8
people
Aged care for frail older people 98.2 95.7 95.7 49.0 335 30.2
To be accepted by others for who yt 98.0 96.0 96.7 91.9 72.4 74.1
are
Ability to speak and read English 97.9 96.8 96.9 98.3 95.3 94.2
Streets that are safe to walk in at 97.7 95.0 95.6 71.6 51.7 47.2
night
Access to mentaldalth services, if 97.4 95.8 95.8 75.1 61.2 68.6
needed
A decent and secure home 97.3 97.9 98.3 92.1 66.5 65.3
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Table 8 (Continued)

A safe outdoor space for children to 96.4 95.0 95.7 90.2 713 68.6
play at or near home

Supportive family relationships 94.9 95.2 95.2 89.8 65.2 67.5
Children can participate in school 94.8 94.7 94.7 68.9 53.4 49.5
activities and outings

A yearly dental checkip for children 94.7 95.0 94.0 71.4 41.7 48.2
Someone to look after you if you are 93.7 92.7 91.6 84.4 57.9 54.6
sick and need help around theuse

Good budgeting skills 93.4 92.2 92.1 85.1 64.3 60.9
A local park or play area for childrer 92.9 94.0 93.5 88.3 79.9 80.6
A hobby or leisure activity for 92.5 93.7 91.1 74.1 54.8 49.4
children

Regular social contactith other 92.3 93.7 93.0 87.0 75.8 76.5
people

A roof and gutters that do not leak 92.3 92.1 90.9 90.0 77.8 74.0
Good public transport in the area 92.2 96.9 96.2 60.8 68.6 61.4
Access to a bullilling doctor 91.9 97.1 96.3 73.6 85.7 82.9
(Medicare)

Secure locks on doors and windows 91.8 95.9 96.6 87.5 76.3 71.2
Furniture in reasonable condition 91.2 92.3 91.9 96.4 80.1 79.5
Access to a bank or building society 91.1 94.6 94.8 93.0 89.1 89.8
Heating in at least one room of the 89.0 88.0 89.1 920 75.9 74.8
house

Up to date schoolbooks and new 89.0 92.1 91.2 66.0 46.9 43.5
school clothes for schoalge

children

A public telephone 88.1 93.0 92.9 65.9 72.3 72.5
Child care for working parents 86.0 93.1 89.7 38.0 31.3 25.7
Someone to give you advice@li an 85.0 87.3 89.3 85.1 713 71.1
important decision in your life

A separate bed for each child 84.7 87.5 88.9 85.5 66.4 64.4
A telephone 82.7 85.1 80.4 96.8 76.4 72.5
Up to $500 in savings for an 82.3 77.1 76.1 76.1 26.4 25.4
emergency

A washing nachine 81.8 86.9 88.7 97.9 80.2 80.8
Home contents insurance 77.4 64.1 70.4 83.8 29.1 32.6
Presents for family or friends at leas 73.1 81.0 78.7 87.5 63.4 58.9
once a year

Computer skills 68.5 67.5 73.2 67.5 56.0 57.4
Attended school until at leagear 12 64.6 72.3 66.1 66.0 51.2 46.0
or equivalent

Comprehensive motor vehicle 63.4 53.9 59.9 83.4 29.1 33.6
insurance

A weelds holiday away from home 54.7 61.0 59.9 56.3 27.4 24.6
each year

A television 54.7 70.3 71.3 98.8 92.2 91.5
A car 50.4 506 54.4 92.3 47.3 52.1
A separate bedroom for each child 50.3 68.1 71.2 70.4 48.7 47.8
aged over 10

Up to $2,000 in savings for an 46.9 50.9 46.8 57.9 15.2 141
emergency

A special meal once a week 36.6 64.0 58.7 44.8 50.2 43.4
A spare room for guests stay over 35.7 36.6 39.5 70.4 35.7 36.3
A night out once a fortnight 355 57.6 53.4 38.7 32.8 29.1
A home computer 25.8 38.0 42.6 74.8 49.8 51.2
A mobile phone 235 47.7 56.5 81.8 72.7 80.0
A clothes dryer 20.3 33.2 32.7 61.7 37.4 375
Access ¢ the internet at home 19.6 31.3 37.9 66.7 37.9 37.3
A DVD player 19.0 317 39.9 83.1 64.0 74.3
A dishwasher 8.3 14.7 13.7 48.6 16.9 16.2
I n terms of responses to the O6ls it essent

high degree of stabilitin the patterns produced by the community and client samples
in 2006, as well as between the 2006 and 2008 client samples. In relation to the latter,
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there are relatively few cases where the percentages agreeing that each item is
essential diverge markgdbetween the two years.

This is confirmed by Figure 2, which plots the percentages of the 2006 sample
(horizontal axis) and 2008 sample (vertical axis) that regarded eaclastessential
(shown as a dot on the bgot). If the results for the two yeamwere identical, the

dots would all lie along the 4%ine and it is clear that the findings conform closely to
this pattern.

Figure 2: Welfare Services Client Support for Items Being Essential in 2006 and
2008 (percentages)
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The stability in the identification of essential itest®own in Figure 2although based

on the sample of welfare clients and not on the broader community sample, has
important implicationgor the robustness of the deprivation approakcthd responses
hadvaried greatly (and to an extent that could not be attributed to changes i sampl
composition), this would suggeshat the approach produces results that do not
conform with common sense, sin@me would not expect the items identified as
essential toltange by very much (if atlpbver a tweyear period.

It is thus reassuring to discovibat the results display the stability that common sense
reasoning would lead one to expect

The degree of stability in the findings for the two years can be dliestin a number

of different ways. fus, in 2006, 32 items (out of a maximum of 57) were regarded as
essential by more than 90 per cent lndse in thewelfare serviceclient samplea
further 18 items were regarded as essential by between 50 and 9énpeand 7

items failed to receive majority support for being essential. The corresponding
numbers in 2008 are 31, 19 and @lmost identical to the pattern in the earlier year.
The correlation between the two sets of percentages is 0.9915 while the rank
correlation is 907, ad both are highly statistically significafft =0.000).

There areonly 7 items where thdegree of support for them being essential differs by
around6 percentage points or more between the two ykasdl 7 cases, there wan a
increase in the percentage regarding the item as essential between 2006 amtie2008.
items where this happenedre: home contents insuran¢ep by 6.3 percentage
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points) computer skill{up by 5.8) attended school until at least year(Lp by 7.8)
comprehensive motor vehicle insuran@g by 6.0) a mobile phongup by 8.8)
access to the internat home(up by 6.6) and a DVD playefup by 8.2)

The observed increase in sopp for four of these itemgrobably reflects the
increased availability and hence importance) of communications and electronic
items where technology continues to expaagidly, and the equally rapid extension
of ownership and use (e.g. of mobile phones and DVD players) is likely to rexipdai
growth in support for theseeinsbeing essential.

The key point, however, is that the evideoeerall confirms that the method used to
identify which items are essential produces stable and sensible findings on which to
base the identification of both deprivation and exclusion.

The results shown in # final three columns of Table @mpare the ownershifr
possessionrates for each item across the three surveys. Because the affordability
filter has not yet been applied to these estimates, they provide anstwveate of the
incidence of deprivation (sinc@me of those who do not hagssential items will not
want them) but they present another useful insight into differences in the composition
of the two client samples amalthe changes that have taken place over the period.

The percentage reporting having each ittreasedbetween 2006 ang008 for all
but the following 6items: access to mental health serviG@s by 7.4 percentage
points) an annual dental chealp for children(up by 6.5) home contents insurance
(up by 63); comprehensive motor vehicle insurarfoe by 6.0) a mobile phondup
by 7.3) and a DVD playerup by 9.7).For many of the other items, ownership
declined, although the decline was often very small.

Several of thetemswhere ownership increasedein the list where the support for
them being essentialsoincreased markedly over the periothis confirmsone of
the findings to emerge from the Britisbsearch on deprivation, which has shdhat
deprivation tends to decline automatically over tiwigen measured against a fixed
set of itemgBerthoud and Bryan, 2008). This reflects the fact tediving standards
rise generally, ownership rateglso rise, so thathe st of essential items musee
constantlyrevised to capturthe items requiretb meetnew and evolving needs.

In this context, British researchers Berthoud and Bryan (2008; p. 15) have noted that
the proposed incorporation of a deprivationrsdo the measures used by the British
Government to assess progress in reducing chilénppwn the UKcan be criticied
because:

O0The pr opos ed absautelmeasueiof deprivatirehat &,n

one which does not adjust automatically with changes in the overall
distribution of scores. The findings in this area are perplexingthgyt
suggest that poverty measured as deprivation will disappear altogether in
less than a decade without any improvement in the rate of poverty
measured as low inconieunless the measure isegpressed as a relative

A

scal e. 06

The choice between an abs@ (timeinvariant) or relative (timeariant) scale based
on a fixed (or changing) list of esseniit@ims has important implications for how best
to study longeterm movements in depation, but is not so relevant oviere much
shorter period coverei this study Evenso, the changeshown in Table &uggest
that this will be an issue that will need to be addressed in future Australian work.
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Focusing on the 46 items that were included in the client survey and received majority
support for being essgal in the community survey, comparison of the two client
surveys shows that the ownership of these items increased in 11 cases, declined in 25
cases and remained stable in 10 ca%es.

In many instances, the observed declines were relatively small, giitlibe decline
exceeded 5 percentage points in five instangesd public transport in the area
(down by 7.2 percentage pointsgcure locks on doors and windo@@ewn by 5.1)
child care for working pareni{glown by 5.6) presents for family and friendd least
once a yeafdown by 4.5)andattended school until at least year(tidwn by 5.2)

Only 3 of these items can be purchased by individuals (secure locks on doors and
windows child care for working parentandpresents for family and friengsandthe

other 2are thusnot relevant to deprivation (because the affordability criterion is not
relevant to items that cannot be purchased by individuals).

The decline in ownership of essentials over such a short ppagdeflect a change

in needs thais driven by a change in the composition of the sapgid this is borne

out by changes that one would not expect to observe if the composition of the two
samples was the samehus, the decline in the percentage saying that tlzeyot

have education tgear12 (from 5L.2 per cent to 4® per cent) suggest thtte 2008
samplecontains more individuals who are disadvantaged in this dimension than the
2006 sample.

4.3 Are the Two Samples Different?

Changes irthe compsition of the2006 and 2008amples makeit more difficult to
establish that deprivation and social exclust@mve changed, since any observed
changes may reflect changes in the composition of the two samgihesy than being

a genuine reflection of increased disadvantageong welfare serviceclients
generally.lt is therefore important tdistinguish between these two explanations for
the observed changbey examining more carefully the survey data to see whether or
not the composition of the two samples is different.

One way of assessing whet the two samples diffen this wayis to compare the
overall ownershipratesof those items thatne would expedo remain stable over a
two-year period at the individual leveThese overall ownership rates shorddhain
stable if the samples wereladly representative of welfare clients as a whote if
the two samples are comprisedsohilar individuals

However, f they differ, then it seems likely that the composition of the two samples is
different, making it problematic to compare theng(en relation to the degree of
deprivationand exclusionvithin each).

Figure 3identifies those itemdrom the original list of 57where ownership is
expected to remain stabland compares the owneiglrates of each item in each
year'® The 11 items coeredcan be split into those that reflect inherent capacities

8 The 46 items covered by this discussion exclude the car, which emesved from the list of
essential items satisfying the 50 per cent support rule because of differences in the age pattern of
responses). One other essential item (damp and mould free walls and floors) is not included because it
did not appear in the cliestrvey.

19 Because interest here focuses on the overall ownership of all items, the analysis includes some items
that did not exceed the 50 per centgfitfor being regarded as essential.
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(ability to speak and read Englistypportive family relationshipsgood budgting
skills; computer skillspttended school until at least year 12 or equivalant those
that reflect ownerspi of consmer durables (a washing machine; television; car;
home computerlothes dryer, dishwasher

Figure 3: Ownership of Individual Characteristics and Household Durables in
2006 and 2008 (percentages)
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It is clear from Figte 3 thathe ownership rate of all 11 items did not change by very
much between 2006 and 2008. The change was in most cases less than 2 percentage
points, and while 5 items experienced a decline in ownership, there was an increase
for the other 6 items. e two items where ownership increased most noticeably were

a car(where ownership increased by 4.8 percentage paamd)supportive family
relationships(up by 2.3) while the largest declines were experienced for good
budgeting skillfdown by 3.4) anéttended schooling until at leagar 12(down by

5.2).

It is not possible to etermine the extent to whickuch changecan explain the
observed changes in deprivation and exclusion between the two periods, although this
aspect of the results does sugfge need for caution when comparing the raw figures,
paticularly if they show an increase in tmeidence of disadvantage.

Given thatchanges in sample compositioan affect angonclusions drawn about the
change in sociallisadvantage between 2006da2008 there is a case faxamining
whether the patterns described above persist ondevtheamples have been adjusted

to make them more comparable. This has been done by identifying those services that
participated in both surveys and comparing ttsailts forthe clients drawn from this
common sukset of servicesas well as forll the clients that participated in each
survey in each yeaf

2 The common services account for 158 responses in 2006 and 2888, of which just under 60 in
each year were recruited from two Anglicare (Sydney) services and the remainder from Mission
Australia, spread across four States.
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Table9 shows the ownership rates of the 26 items regarded as essential by a majority
in the full samples foeach year, and in the sshmples based only on the clients of
those services whparticipated in both survey$ The items are listed in Tablei®

the order in which they appeared in the questionnaireyass done in the earlier
report

Table 9: Ownership of Essential Items in 2006 and 2008 in Full and Common
Samples (percentages)

Full samples Common samples

2006 2008 2006 2008
A decent and secure home 66.5 65.3 66.9 56.3
A substantial meal at least once a day 84.7 83.0 83.2 79.8
Warm clothes and bedding, if it's cold 90.0 89.3 88.2 79.7%
Heating in at least one room of the house 75.9 74.8 69.6 68.9
Furniture in reasonable condition 80.1 79.5 84.7 68.3*
Comprehensive motor vehicle insurance 29.1 33.6 32.6 29.8
A telephme 76.4 72.5 71.0 68.1
A washing machine 80.2 80.8 86.5 84.6
A television 92.2 91.5 89.9 91.4
Up to $500 in savings for an emergency 26.4 25.4 14.4 12.6
Secure locks on doors and windows 76.3 71.26%* 72.5 64.4
Home contents insurance 29.1 32.6 234 25.0
A roof and gutters that do not leak 77.8 74.0¢ 74.1 68.5
A separate bed for each child 66.4 64.4 68.8 63.2
A separate bedroom for each child aged over 10  48.7 47.8 51.6 52.7
Medical treatment if needed 88.9 87.3 87.0 84.7
Able to buy medicines pseribed by a doctor 69.0 69.3 62.5 59.3
Dental treatment if needed 43.0 45.0 31.6 31.0
A yearly dental checkip for children 41.7 48.2:** 40.8 29.2
Regular social contact with other people 75.8 76.5 73.7 69.6
A week's holiday away from home each year 27.4 24.6 20.3 225
Presents for family or friends at least once ayea  63.4 58.9 56.7 57.7
A hobby or leisure activity for children 54.8 49 fr** 54.8 46.3
Computer skills 56.0 57.4 52.4 50.9
Up to date schoolbooks and new school clothes
schootage children 46.9 43.5 39.7 42.9
Children can patrticipate in school activities and
outings 53.4 49.5 45.8 41.7
Mean ownershiprate 62.3 61.3 59.3 55.7
Note: Asterisks (*/**/***) indicate that the differences are statistically significenf = 0. 1 0,

Also shown in Table 9 are the results of formal statistical tests of the observed
differences in the estimates for each year. These tests reveal whether the differences
fall within the expected range for a sample of the size aeti@v each year, or are

large enough to suggest that a changedian place.

In both years, the ownership rate of most itemsosiewhatiower amongst those
from the common sample than angotinose in the full sample and there are several

L Some of the figures shown in Table 9 repeat those presented earlier in FigjuieiBportant to

note that the ownership rate estimates shown in Table 9 do not reflect whether or not items are missing
because they cannot be afforded. This means that some items may not be owned because they are not
needed (e.g. the items that relate to theds of children by those without children). It would have been
possible to present the ownership rates of these items only among those who have children, but this has
not been done in order to maintain consistency with other results.
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