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Baby bonus hit as ‘dubious and expensive policy’

Victoria Laurie

PAYTHG a 54000 baly bonus 1o
wouples T boost The national
fertility rate is a dulbdous policy
thalt should be sermapped or re-
marlelled, a leading  population
awcanomisl bas urped,

Ross Guest, from the Griflith
Business  School, said a2 more
scnsible approach would be o

restricl  pavments 1o thied or
fourth  chiblren, o adopt the
Singaporean  model  in which

first-child paviments were small

In new findings on the impet
af the lump-sum baby bonus
intreduced by Treasurer Peler
Costello i 2004, Professor Guest
sabl 11 was an expensive aml
unmccessary way oo attempl 1o
rapse the birth rate

“Although  the baby  bonus
enceurages some peaple o have
a baby sooner, il docsn®™ neces-

sarily incresse the number of

Babies Avustralian women have
aver Lheir lifetime,™ he said.

Professor Guest said the cost of

1w
st

Wils
4

laby-honus  scheme
4780 millicn,  ased

i 00k registered births in 20065
when couples received $3000 per
chilil. The current $40000 bonus is
b mse 1o 850000 i July next year.

“IF the baby bonus were re-
strictes] Lo secomd or thind chil-
dlren, or at least paid as a smaller
amount for the st chubd like the
Simgaporen model, il could have
the ssame effect at the margins o
ek less cost Lo the taxpayvers,™
b saiel.

Professor Guest said the Tertil-
ity mate had cdged up slightly 1o
L in 20085 after the introduction
ol the bonws, *hut that couldn®
necessarily be attributed o the
pelicy, because the birth rate
Jumps around ™.

Hie pointed out that the same
L& fertility rate had been reached
back in 1995, before dropping to
L7 in 20000 and triggening wide
spread concern aboul populalion
decline amnd the need 1o oflsel
socielal ageing,

“Even if the evidence docs
suggest the bonus has raised the
Birth rate, it doesn™ make it good
policy,™ b sail.

It would be possille to better
targel the baly bonus in order 1o
minimise the wasle ol expendi-
ture that s paid 1o parents who
wotled have had a babsy anyway.™

singapore  divides  ils Lalby
lsrnus e a cash payment amd a
governmenl  conlribulion  thal

malches the dollars contrbuled
Iy parents b their chilid®s educa-
Licn furwl.

In his paper, Htlea] The Baby
Bonus: A Dubious Policy Tnitia-
livee,  Professor  Guesl  ralses
dloubts about the need for a bicth-
incentive  pavment, saving the
pepulation s noet in danger of
falling  below  the replacement
lewel, as it is in Italy, Japan
arvl Russia,

Crhiy current trendds, Australia’s
poepulation is  projected 1o ine
crease Lo 334 million by 2051
her argues.

“*Civen that there is no fore-
seeable risk of the population
dving oul, we must find other
ressons [or pro-natalist policies,™
Professor Gues! says
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PROFESSOR'S CLAIM
Baby bonus ‘wasted’

THE Federal Government’s 4000 baby bonus is
being wasted on infants who would have been
horn regardless, a Queensland academic says.
Professor Ress Guest, from Griffith University's
Business School, also believes the bonus is un-
necessary, as Australia’s population will continue
to grow naturally.
The economics lecturer suggests the Govern-
ment offers little or no payment for the first child
but inereases payments for subsequent children.
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