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per cent of nominal GDP 

Commonwealth expenditure is high relative 
to history; revenue is typical of last 30 years 

Source:  Commonwealth Budget Papers, 2014-15 
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… as it has in all OECD countries as they 
got richer (except Iceland) 

GDP / capita, PPP 

Health spending and GDP, 2000 to 2012 
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Average net benefits per household (government payments, less tax) 
2010$  

Big jump in net transfer to older households 
also hurt budget balances 
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Notes: Net benefits are social assistance benefits in cash plus support in kind (such as health and education), minus income and sales taxes 
Source: Grattan Institute, The Wealth of Generations, p.22 

Increase of ~$10k/household 
≈ $20b/yr budget cost 
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Budget balance 
2019-20 budget compared to 2015-16 outcome, $2015 
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Most of the planned structural repair relies 
on organic increases in tax collections 
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Belief about what is important drives 
priorities about taxes and spending 
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Australian gvt expenditure is not large (even 
including super) but others are shrinking 
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Australian government revenue is not large, 
even including super  
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Australia’s deficits are relatively manageable 
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Australian government debt is relatively 
small but deteriorating faster 
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Australian governments spend relatively less 
on welfare, general government and debt 
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Notes: ‘Other’ category includes ‘Public order and safety’; ‘Environmental protection’; ‘Housing and community amenities’; and ‘Recreation, culture 
and religion’. ‘Welfare’ category is referred to in the source data as ‘Social protection’. 
Source: OECD http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933248323; Australian super contributions from APRA 
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Australia has a particularly targeted welfare 
system 
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Filling a budget hole of $40b without 
revenue increases is implausible 
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