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Chapter 18

From Guaranteed Minimum Income to BI:
What would it look like today?

David Ingles, Ben Phillips and Miranda Stewart

We believe that the guaranteed income scheme which we 
propose provides a framework which better meets the 
fundamental purposes of social security, and that urgent 
attention should be given to developing it for implementa-
tion.

(Commission of Inquiry into Poverty, 1975a, p. 67)

The idea of a universal basic income (BI) has early antecedents but 
was developed substantially during the twentieth century (Standing, 
2017; Sloman, 2015; Rhys-Williams, 1943). A BI is closely related to 
proposals for a Negative Income Tax (NIT), Guaranteed Minimum 
Income (GMI) or demogrant (citizen or family payment). We do not 
discuss in detail the rationale for a BI, as this is dealt with in the 
previous chapter. Versions of a BI, GMI or NIT have been supported 
from both ends of the political spectrum. Important early propo-
nents of a NIT include Roger Theobald and Milton Friedman in the 
United States (Arthur, 2016, pp. 8–9; Friedman, 1962; Freedman, 
2016). The Commission of Inquiry into Poverty (1975a and b) and the 
Priorities Review Staff (PRS, 1975) proposed variants of a GMI for 
Australia.
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The aims of the Henderson GMI were identified by Henderson 
as being:

To emphasise that the right to a minimum income and the 
obligation to pay tax are but two sides of the same coin.

To reduce the emphasis placed on special categories in the 
determination of entitlements and obligations.

To provide minimum income levels such that Australians 
do not find themselves in poverty.

To assure all citizens of a logical sequence of income reten-
tion rates as private income increases.

To favour neither those whose private income fluctuates 
nor those whose private income is steady.

To lighten the administrative load of social security and 
taxation.

To achieve all this without markedly worsening the posi-
tion of any person compared with the present system. 
(Commission of Inquiry into Poverty, 1975a, p. 70)

These aims are broadly consistent with the arguments for a NIT 
proposed by Friedman (Moffitt, 2003, p. 122–3), which include: 
improving work incentives by keeping payment withdrawal rates 
relatively low; providing cash support to poor families on the basis of 
need and not other characteristics; replacing a ‘rag bag’ of multiple 
US social programs; saving administrative costs; and reducing invid-
ious distinctions between the poor and non-poor.

In this chapter, we first explain key elements of a BI and briefly 
describe the Henderson GMI proposal. We then discuss how we 
might design and finance a GMI for Australia today. We describe and 
model the distributional effects and fiscal cost of four alternative 
options, ranging from a relatively low payment for adults and chil-
dren to a BI at approximately pension level payable to all adults, with 
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a higher payment to the aged and a lower payment for children. We 
present microsimulation modelling to estimate the distributional 
effects, fiscal cost and tax rates required to finance each option.1

Elements of a BI with Tax Financing
A BI is ‘an income unconditionally paid to all on an individual basis, 
without means test or work requirement’ (Martinelli, 2017, p. 4; and 
see Etzioni and Platt, 2008, p. 2; Painter and Thoung 2015, p. 4; Torry, 
2015). This definition does not take account of the need to finance 
the BI with taxation. We define the key elements of a BI with tax 
financing as being:
• The adequacy of a BI, to meet an acceptable level of support to 

prevent poverty (Arthur, 2016, p. 4);
• the required tax rate (RTR) to finance the BI;
• whether the same level of BI is payable universally or a different 

level is payable to categories of recipient, for example, the 
elderly, children or disabled; or

• whether the BI is unconditional or conditional on behaviour, or 
subject to other qualifying requirements.

Under a BI design with a flat (proportional) tax rate, everyone gets a 
payment, including the middle class and the rich, but everyone pays 
tax on other income at the proportional rate, which means that the 
net benefit received from government is ‘taxed back’ as income rises. 
Government spending and taxation appear large because of so-called 
‘churn’: many people receive the BI and also pay tax. Under a means-
tested GMI, or a NIT, the tax bill is netted out against the basic 
guarantee, so the rich and middle class receive a net (or zero) 
amount. The apparent size of government is much less, but everyone 
is left in the same net economic position as under a BI although they 
appear to be paying much less in tax.

While it is in appearance and effect far from a BI, Australia’s 
highly targeted social security system is fundamentally a need-based 
categorical NIT (see Whiteford 2017; and chapter 5). This means that 
we could devise options to move towards a BI by modifying the 

1 For a more detailed discussion of design and policy issues for a BI and presen-
tation of detailed modelling estimates and distributional results for these BI 
options, see our full working paper: Ingles, Phillips and Stewart (2019).
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means testing, adequacy, categorical elements and tax financing of 
the current system.

Australia’s social security system pays a substantially higher 
pension to the aged, disabled and families with young children, 
indexed to wages, while a lower payment, indexed to inflation is paid 
to the unemployed (Newstart) and students, at a level that many 
consider to be inadequate to relieve poverty. Payments are tapered 
based on income (usually joint income for a couple) over varying 
thresholds. Pensions are also subject to a separate asset test, which 
dominates if it produces a lower payment.

The basic elements of the current system, ignoring many 
complexities, are (see chapter 5 for further details):
• Maximum Newstart allowance of about $14 300 per year ($550 

per fortnight) for an individual working age adult looking for 
work, or studying, tapering at 50 or 60 cents in the dollar based 
on income over a threshold

• Maximum categorical pensions (for age, disability) including 
supplements, of about $23 800 ($916 per fortnight) for an indi-
vidual, tapering based on income with separate asset tests

• A higher (but not double) joint rate of Newstart or pension, for 
couples

• Child payments, Family Tax Benefit (FTB) A at a maximum rate 
of $5505 for children aged zero to twelve and $6939 per child 
aged thirteen to seventeen, tapered at 20 or 30 cents in the dollar 
based on couple income over a threshold

• Family payments, Family Tax Benefit (FTB) B paid per family to 
sole parents or single earner households, tapering at 20 cents in 
the dollar based on couple income over a threshold

• Rent assistance, depending on rental costs and means.

A categorical BI (like Australia’s current system) requires identifica-
tion of categories entitled to a higher payment and potentially 
reintroduces a distinction between the ‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’ 
poor. The opposite would be universal payments. Australia had 
universal child endowment payments during the 1970s and briefly 
experimented with a universal age pension for the over-seventies at 
that time. However, neither of these remain in our system and child 



From Guaranteed Minimum Income to BI 381

payments (FTB A) now go to just over half of all families (Stewart and 
Whiteford, 2018). We model options for a categorical BI.

There is a tension between the universality of a BI and a goal of 
reciprocity to society, for example by imposing a work condition or a 
‘contribution affirmation’ (Painter and Thoung, 2015, p. 7). The 
universality of BI proposals run counter to recent moves towards 
increased conditionality in the Australian social security system, as 
advocated by McClure (2014; 2015) and others. McClure supported 
conditionality on the basis that the system ‘should provide adequate 
support while encouraging more people to work to their capacity. It 
should also help people build the capacity they need to participate 
economically and socially, to the extent they are able’ (McClure, 2014, 
p. 4). The BI options we model are unconditional; however, when 
layered with the existing system, we retain current work tests and 
they are means tested in some cases on income and wealth. 

The RTR to finance a BI is the rate of withdrawal of the benefit, 
or the positive tax rate applied to private (non-BI) income, designed 
to make the prescribed level of BI revenue neutral (holding all else 
constant). The RTR for an income tax to fully finance an adequate BI 
to prevent poverty has been found in various studies to be very high. 
Therefore, unlike previous modelling exercises for BI, we innovate by 
modelling a wealth tax combined with a tax on earned income from 
wages and active business. This prevents double counting. The 
wealth tax we model permits a lower RTR because it broadens the 
base, in particular by including the home and taxing savings and 
assets fully. It also compensates for removal of the asset test on 
payments. 

The effects of a universal GMI of $300 per week (a little higher 
than the current level of Newstart), with a tax rate of 50 per cent and 
no tax on the GMI are shown in Table 18.1. Tax is paid only on private 
(earned) income. The average tax rate is calculated by netting out the 
GMI with tax payable, as a share of private (taxable) income. The tax 
net of GMI for Individual B is $50; Individual C is $500 and Individual 
D is $2000. Individual A receives a transfer payment equal to the 
GMI. Therefore, although the tax rate is flat, the system overall 
including the GMI is progressive.
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Table 18.1: Simple example of GMI with 50 per cent tax rate on private 
income

Citizen Annual 
income

Private 
income/

week

GMI/
week

Tax paid/week Disposable 
income/ 

week

Av tax 
rate

A Destitute 0 0 $300 0 $300 0

B Minimum 
wage

$37700 $700 $300 $700*0.5 = $350 $650 7%

C AWE FT $85 000 $1,600 $300 $1600*0.5 = $800 $1100 31%

D Top 1% $240 000 $4,600 $300 $4600*0.5 = $2,300 $2600 43%

Source: Author’s calculations (annual and weekly incomes approximate for illustration).

Key: Minimum wage $719.20 per 38 hour week (Fair Work Ombudsman, 2018); AWE FT: 
full-time adult average weekly total earnings $1628.10 (ABS, 2017); Top 1%: total income 
$4565.25 weekly derived from $237 341 annual income (ATO statistics, 2014), total 
income, excluding capital gains and franking credits (Stewart, Voitchovsky and Wilkins, 
2017, p. 264).

The Henderson GMI
The Henderson Committee recommended a two-tier categorical 
GMI (Commission of Inquiry into Poverty, 1975a and b; Saunders, 
1981). The Committee was concerned that the existing system ‘gives 
favoured treatment to particular categories of people’ and therefore 
‘has built into it both the incentive to gain a disability and the likeli-
hood of inequity between people on one side of the boundary line of 
a favoured category and those left out on the other side’ (Commission 
of Inquiry into Poverty, 1975a, p. 68). This concern led it to consider a 
non-categorical scheme, which was ruled out because the RTR esti-
mated to achieve adequacy was 50 per cent, which was considered 
unacceptable. 

The Committee proposed a higher payment for older people and 
people with disability and a lower payment for everyone who could 
normally be expected to work (with various additional elements 
including a means-tested top-up for the unemployed and sick). The 
higher payment was set at 106 per cent of the poverty line and the 
basic payment at 62 per cent of the poverty line, increasing to 65 per 
cent for four-child families and 71 per cent for seven-child families. 
The Committee also considered a ‘minimum’ option with lower 
payments and an RTR (or withdrawal rate) of 35 per cent. However, it 
was concerned that this did not provide high enough payments.
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The preferred Henderson scheme had an estimated RTR of 40 
per cent except at high incomes, where a surtax increased the tax rate 
to 45 per cent. Although this RTR appears high, it smoothed the 
effective rate structure across the tax and transfer system. For fami-
lies, the Henderson GMI was paid on a joint (couple) basis. The 
Committee considered an individual unit, which would have resulted 
in higher household income for couples but estimated that this 
would increase the RTR to 44 per cent, which was seen as unaccep-
table. It acknowledged that applying a joint unit, dual earner couples 
are worse off and a work disincentive is created for the secondary 
earner. To avoid this outcome, the Committee proposed that ‘working 
wives’ could receive a tax credit of 20 per cent of their wage.

The Henderson scheme aimed to reduce administrative costs 
across the Treasury and Social Security departments (Tomlinson, 
2001, ch. 9, p. 12). However, the Committee did not address the need 
to strengthen the definition of income in the tax system to make an 
integrated GMI scheme robust. The definition of taxable income in 
Henderson’s day was narrow; for example, capital gains were not 
taxed at all (capital gains tax was introduced in 1986). Today, the defi-
nition of income for social security income testing purposes is 
considerably broader than the definition of taxable income, by 
adjusting to add back exempt income, fringe benefits, superannua-
tion income streams, deemed income from financial assets and 
losses from negative gearing of rental properties.2 Many would say 
the current definition of income has too many gaps and propose 
reforms to broaden the income tax base (for example, Henry, 2010). 
The design of a BI with a flat tax rate applicable from the first dollar, 
with the elimination of the tax-free threshold and lower rates in the 
progressive structure, eliminates some tax planning options, such as 
income splitting, from the system.

Various studies since the 1970s have modelled the RTR for the 
Henderson proposal, or made other proposals at different levels of 
payment. Manning (1981) developed the Henderson scheme into a 
NIT, meaning that claimants would receive only a netted out benefit 
rather than a universal payment. The Priorities Review Staff (PRS, 

2 Source: https://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/enablers/adjusted- 
taxable-income.
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1975) took a similar approach, proposing a NIT or tax credit scheme 
with two tiers paid to a family unit (including spouse and children). 
The basic tax credit was set at 55 per cent of the (in-work) Henderson 
poverty line. A higher categorical tax credit was set at 100 per cent of 
the poverty line. The PRS would have applied a reduced tax rate for a 
second earner, acknowledging the work disincentive effect of the 
joint unit. The estimated RTR for prime earners was 43 per cent and 
for second earners was 33 per cent. A progressive surtax applied at 
relatively low levels of private income of 5 per cent for income in the 
range $17 000–20 000 rising to 25 per cent for income over $58 000. 
For most workers, therefore, the RTR was close to 50 per cent (see 
summary in Tomlinson, 2001, ch. 9, p. 14). This schedule of tax rates 
was part-way between the linear tax proposed by Henderson and the 
then-existing system of progressive marginal rates.

There was renewed interest in the 1990s. Dawkins and Freebairn 
(1997) recommended that part or all of social security benefits be 
replaced by a tax credit system. They saw a full BI financed by a flat 
income tax as the most radical version of this. Dawkins et al. (1998) 
re-costed variants of the Henderson proposals and found consider-
ably higher RTRs of over 50 per cent, reflective of real increases in 
pension and benefits since 1975 and changes to the tax base. 
Demographic trends tended to push up the cost. In 1998, the ‘Five 
economists’ wrote an open letter to the Prime Minister suggesting 
that low wages be supplemented by new tax credits. These would be 
part of a long-term move towards a NIT (Dawkins, 1999, pp. 6, 11). 
Most recently, Scutella (2004, p. 23) modelled a two-tier system with 
payment rates set at those prevailing for pensioners and allowees in 
2001. She estimated an RTR of 55 per cent without allowing for 
adverse labour-supply responses; the RTR when these were taken 
into account was 57 per cent.

Effective Marginal Tax Rates and Work Incentives
Australia’s targeted social security system is ‘efficient’ in terms of its 
minimal fiscal cost (called target efficiency), but the means testing of 
payments, combined with our progressive income tax rate structure, 
produces high Effective Marginal Tax Rates (EMTRs) for payment 
recipients. The disposable income of payment recipients net of taxes 
and transfers may only increase by a small amount over some ranges 
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of earned income, and the highest EMTRs may be faced by those in
casual, part-time and precarious work. High EMTRs reduce
consumption of low-income households and may make the system
economically inefficient because of work disincentives, producing 
‘inactivity’ or ‘poverty’ traps (Stewart and Whiteford, 2018). This issue
arises in all means tested and progressive rate tax-transfer systems.3

Figure 18.1: EMTR for Newstart (couple) (2018)
Source: D Plunkett model (data: 20 September 2018) (no private health insurance):

We illustrate the high EMTRs in Australia’s tax and transfer
system with one example, in Figure 18.1, which shows the EMTR for 
Newstart paid to a couple, taking account of tapers, income tax and 
Medicare levy.4 Figure 18.1 shows that EMTRs from a low income-
free area to about $48 000 of earnings range from 50 per cent to
95 per cent of private earnings. The dashed line is the participation
tax rate, which is the effective average tax rate at a particular level 
of income, while the dotted line indicates disposable income net of 
taxes and transfers (right-hand axis). Over the range up to about 

3 See, for example, the comparative data and EMTR charts compiled by the
OECD, Benefits and Wages: Country Policy Descriptions, http://www.oecd.org/
els/soc/benefits-and-wages-country-specific-information.htm.

4 For more examples and discussion, see Ingles and Plunkett (2016).



Revisiting Henderson386

$48 000, the participation tax rate reaches 70 per cent and disposable 
income remains relatively flat. The steep EMTRs and participation 
tax rates in Figure 18.1 would be flattened in an updated Henderson 
GMI system financed by a proportionate tax.

The example illustrated in Figure 18.1 does not address EMTRs 
for workers in families with children, as it does not include the effect 
of Family Tax Benefit A or B or take account of childcare costs or the 
Child Care Subsidy (see Stewart, 2018, for a detailed analysis). Recent 
work on labour supply elasticity indicates that more universal bene-
fits, especially for childcare, will increase women’s labour supply 
(Breunig and Gong, 2017). This is a reminder that flattening EMTRs 
in a BI design may not address all work incentive issues unless other 
subsidies such as childcare payments are also addressed.

While the fiscal cost of a universal BI with a flat tax rate appears 
high, the marginal excess burden (or efficiency cost), taking account 
of EMTRs and work and consumption effects, may be lower. The net 
impact of flattening EMTRs with a BI on work incentives is unclear, 
as there is a complex interaction of income and substitution effects. 
A BI might be social welfare-enhancing even if there is a reduction in 
labour supply because of the welfare gain from income redistribu-
tion (Scutella, 2004; Colombino, 2015, p. 8). A more universal 
payment structure would also rationalise the current Australian NIT 
so that all welfare clients and taxpayers would face a designed struc-
ture of marginal tax rates. It would be consistent with the argument 
of Apps (2015) based on optimal tax theory, that a piece-wise linear 
or progressive income tax on an individual unit basis, combined with 
universal payments, is most efficient and equitable (see also Gruber 
and Saez, 2000, pp. 4–5).

Another consequence of a demogrant form of BI is so-called 
‘churn’, which occurs when people both receive the payment and pay 
tax on other income (for example, Saunders, 2005). Churn did not 
trouble Henderson, who was keen to have all people be entitled to a 
GMI and all be required to pay tax. Like ‘middle-class welfare’, churn 
is not economically important, but it can be an important determi-
nant of adverse perceptions, since it results in an increase in both 
government spending and tax revenue. It can be addressed by modi-
fying the BI scheme to a tax credit or NIT. This may have greater 
administrative complexity as it would require low-income people to 
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file tax statements, which are avoided in a GMI with a flat rate and 
source withholding.

A Wealth Tax to Finance the BI
Previous Australian modelling of a GMI has focused on the RTR 
under an income tax. However, if we are concerned about a high  
RTR to achieve adequate payments, it is imperative to consider other 
ways to finance the BI. Ingles (2010) suggested that the RTR for a BI 
could be drastically reduced by base broadening in the income tax to 
eliminate some major tax expenditures; increasing the GST rate and 
broadening the GST base; or levying a uniform payroll tax on wages. 
Other possible financing mechanisms include a land tax, which 
would need to be at a high rate (Cowan, 2017) or environmental 
taxes, such as a carbon tax (Colombino, 2015, p. 9).5

In this chapter, we model an annual net wealth tax to finance 
three of our BI options. There has been considerable debate about 
the role of wealth in Australian households and in terms of inequality 
between households and across generations, but it is agreed that 
wealth is much more unequally distributed than income. This is 
illustrated in Figure 18.2 (see Ryan and Stone, 2016, for a detailed 
analysis).

Currently, Australia does not tax wealth and taxes capital 
income and gains lightly relative to earned income. However, 
pensioners face an implicit wealth tax in the asset means test, above 
a threshold (excluding the home) and a component of deemed 
income from financial assets is included in the pension income test 
(see further Ingles and Stewart, 2017). A wealth tax would substitute 
for the asset test currently used to means test pensions. The proposal 
for a wealth tax to finance a GMI is not new. In a submission to the 
Asprey Review on taxation, which ran concurrently with the 
Henderson Inquiry, Treasury (1974, pp. 10–11) observed that ‘some 
cognisance should be taken of a family’s capital situation in deter-
mining any benefit it receives under a negative income tax scheme ... 
The capital tax could be a percentage of the family’s net worth above 
an exemption’.

5 See, for example http://basicincome.org/news/2017/05/us-california-state-  
legislature-consider-carbon-dividend/. The idea has been recently proposed in 
Australia of a universal ‘dividend’ from a carbon tax: Holden and Dixon (2018).
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Figure 18.2: Distribution of household wealth; by age of household head, 
income and wealth of households (2015–16)
Source: ABS Survey of Income and Housing 2015–16; chart by Ben Phillips.:

The annual net wealth tax we model is a ‘presumptive’ tax on 
deemed capital income, on the simplified assumption that assets will 
return about 5 per cent a year in real terms. We assume that the 
wealth of a household encompasses all assets including the home
(net of debt) and retirement savings, and we remove capital income, 
gains and losses from the income tax base to avoid double counting.
To assess the distributional impact of the wealth tax, we establish 
a benchmark that recognises the value of wealth to households in a 
comprehensive definition of income, including a deemed rate of 
return of 5 per cent on net assets of the household while removing 
actual capital income and gains.

Modelling Options for a BI in Australia
There are many ways to design and model a BI. We model four 
options. Options 1 to 3 are categorical systems with a modest basic 
payment, building on the design of the Henderson GMI. We maintain 
current categorical payments in Option 1 and increase categorical
payments in Options 2 and 3 above current levels. In Option 4, we 
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apply a payment to all adults, with a higher rate for the aged and a 
lower payment to all children. We estimate the RTR from the first 
dollar of earned income in each Option.

Option 1: BI = $5505 per year for adults and children; top-up to $6939 
for older children (equal to FTB A); offset against welfare payments 
which stay in net terms at current individual and partnered rates. Tax 
offsets including Low Income Tax Offset (LITO) and Senior 
Australians and Pensioners Tax Offset (SAPTO) are removed, FTB 
removed except older child top-up.

Option 2: BI = $6939 per year for adults and $5505 for children (0–12); 
offset for welfare recipients, subject to a top-up of $4000 for singles 
and $2000 for couples. LITO, SAPTO removed. 1.5 per cent wealth 
(net asset) taper on BI; welfare means tests as current.

Option 3: BI = $6939 per year for adults and $5505 for children (0–12), 
top-up for welfare recipients. LITO, SAPTO removed. 1.5 per cent 
wealth tax applies to net wealth attributed to adults in households. 
Income tax applies to earned income only (wages and active busi-
ness income) by removing capital income, gains and deductions 
from the base. Welfare tapers for categorical payments are lowered.

Option 4: BI = Newstart level payment plus $6939 per year for all 
adults and $5505 for children (0–12), $6939 per year for older chil-
dren. A higher payment applies for the age pension. LITO, SAPTO 
removed. All adults are subject to 2 per cent wealth tax. Income tax 
applies to earned income only (wages and active business income) 
by removing capital income, gains and deductions from the base. 
This prevents double counting as the wealth tax is approximately 
equivalent to deeming a rate of return of 5 per cent.

The BI and categorical payments in all four options are not 
taxable and are unconditional. We adopt an individual unit for the 
BI, as recommended by Saunders (1980). However, where we retain 
higher categorical payments, we retain the existing couple unit for 
means testing of the categorical top-up.
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We model the fiscal cost and distributional impact of each 
option using ANU Policymod, a static microsimulation model of the 
Australian tax and social security systems.6 The model is based on 
ABS microdata from the 2013–14 Survey of Income and Housing, 
updated annually including records of individuals and households. 
Each proposed BI ‘policy world’ is compared with the ‘current world’ 
for each of the 17 000 households in the ABS survey file.

The modelling determines the RTR to finance the BI option on a 
revenue-neutral basis. It compares each BI option with the current 
system against two benchmarks. The first is the generally accepted 
benchmark of equivalised disposable income after income tax and 
transfers.7 The second is innovative and measures comprehensive 
income, including deemed 5 per cent imputed income from net 
assets of the household, to sensibly compare the effect of the wealth 
and asset tax options. For this benchmark, we remove actual capital 
income and gains to avoid double counting. We impute net wealth in 
households to each income unit in the household based on the share 
of financial wealth. We include net housing wealth for the main 
income unit within the household.

It is important to have some recognition of housing costs in a 
BI, especially if it is financed with an asset test or wealth tax that 
includes owner-occupied housing. A flat BI paid to everyone without 
compensation would leave those with high housing costs in poverty. 
Theoretically, the best way to deal with housing costs is to tax home-
owners comprehensively (include capital gains and imputed rent) 
and/or include housing values in means tests and gross up the base 
payments to reflect housing costs. The current exemption of housing 
assets in welfare means tests means that the higher housing costs in 
places like Sydney and Melbourne are implicitly allowed for—at least 
for those who own homes. For those who are renting, there is some 
allowance for these costs in the rent subsidy formulae, which are 
cost-sensitive. However, this latter adjustment is very modest in 

6 See further http://csrm.cass.anu.edu.au/research/policymod.
7 We use the OECD-modified equivalence scale to adjust disposable income for 

differences in family size: ‘What are equivalence scales?’ OECD Project on 
Income Distribution and Poverty, www.oecd.org/social/inequality.htm. This 
scale assigns a value of 1 to the household head, 0.5 to each additional adult 
member and 0.3 to each child. 
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relation to actual rents (because the level of rent assistance is too low, 
in general). In Options 2, 3 and 4, we raise net payments to categor-
ical households and abolish rent assistance.

Option 1: A Low Categorical BI
Option 1 is a modest proposal that extends the existing lower tier 
per-child payment of $5505 in Australia’s family payments system as 
a BI to all children and adults. The BI is not taxable, but it is offset 
against existing payments, so it does not boost the net payments of 
those already receiving allowances or pensions. It is financed by 
cashing out the tax-free threshold in the current income tax struc-
ture, and abolishing tax offsets such as the LITO and SAPTO. As this 
payment is also made to children, family payments are abolished 
except for the older child top-up in Family Tax Benefit (FTB) A.

Option 1 would affect current social security recipients as set 
out below:

Maximum rates
Basic BI payment: $5505 (all adults and children)
Newstart, single $14 047 – $5505 = $8542
  Partnered $12 813 – $5505 = $7308
Pension, single $23 317 – $5505 = $17 812
  Partnered $19 953 – $5505 = $14 448
Child payment:  $5505 (0–12), topped up to $6939 for older 

children eligible for FTB A

For a four-person household (two adults and two children), the total 
BI payment is around $22 000. This is not adequate to relieve poverty 
(being less than half the poverty line, but higher than that for larger 
families), so extra payments (Newstart and pension) are needed. The 
categorical payment above the BI remains means tested as in the 
current system.

Modelling indicates that option 1 can be financed with an RTR 
of 32 per cent from the first dollar of taxable income up to $37 000, to 
cover a fiscal cost of $90 billion. From $37 000, the progressive 
marginal rate structure would continue as usual.
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This modest BI would make most families with children better 
off because it universalises child payments. In general, the bottom 
quintile (the poorest 20 per cent) is better off under this BI than the 
current system. However, sole parents are worse off because they pay 
more income tax than previously and payments are not increased. 
Most other households are worse off, because they pay more tax, and 
many face higher tax rates.

Option 2: Categorical BI with Asset Test
Option 2 pays a slightly more generous BI at the rate of $6939 for all 
adults and children aged thirteen and over, and $5505 for all children 
aged zero to twelve. Family payments FTB A and FTB B are abol-
ished. The BI is only partly offset against existing social security 
allowances and pensions to make these categorical payments a little 
more generous. Categorical payments are topped up by $4000 for 
singles and $2000 each for couples.

Maximum rates
Newstart, single $14 047 + $4000 = $18 047 – $6939 = $11 108
  Partnered $12 813 + $2000 = $14 813 – $6939 = $7874
Pension, single $27 317 + $4000 = $31 317 – $6939 = $24 378
  Partnered $19 953 + $2000 = $21 953 – $6939 = $15 014

To reduce the RTR, we impose an asset test (effectively, a wealth tax) 
for this BI, at a rate of 1.5 per cent per annum. That is, each $1000 of 
net assets reduces the annual payment by $15.8 The 1.5 per cent asset 
test rate is equivalent to a tax on capital income of 30 per cent, 
assuming a 5 per cent real yield on assets. 

Modelling indicates that for option 2, the RTR in the income tax 
is 19 per cent up to $37 000 and then the usual progressive rate struc-
ture applies. The asset test fully ‘taxes back’ the BI at wealth of 
$367 000 for single people; $1.5m for a family of four. Beyond this  
the asset test becomes an implicit lump sum tax of $5505/$6939 
multiplied by family size. For example, for a four-person family the 

8 In the current pension asset test, the tax rate is effectively $78 for every $1000; 
this is very high; see Ingles and Stewart (2017).



From Guaranteed Minimum Income to BI 393

implicit lump sum tax beyond $1.5m is $26 322 (assuming one child 
under thirteen).

The asset test detracts from the purity of the BI but makes the 
scheme more affordable while generating a much lower RTR on 
earned income. The fiscal cost of option 2 is $40 billion, which is less 
than half the cost of option 1. The top-up for pensioners and allowees 
partly compensates for the asset test, especially on the home, and so 
we abolish rent assistance. It is relatively easy to apply because it 
withholds a payment—as is currently done for the pension asset 
test—rather than paying it then taxing it back.

However, the BI asset test will interact with the pension asset 
tests for categorical social security payments, causing complications. 
We suggest a substantial reduction in the categorical pension asset 
test, for example, to the rate of 3.9 per cent, which applied before 
2017. It is also necessary to adjust tapers on categorical pension and 
allowance payments. One approach (not modelled) could set the 
taper rate at 30 per cent for the payment above the BI, which 
combined with the RTR of 19 per cent, would produce an EMTR 
under 50 per cent for those on low to moderate incomes, smoothing 
the EMTR relative to the current system.

The bottom quintile is generally better off under option 2 than 
in the current system, except for couples with children, who tend to 
have assets and will lose out on the BI asset test especially on the 
home. Across the rest of the distribution, some people are worse off 
under option 2 because of the asset test. Even measured against our 
comprehensive income benchmark, in which we include a deemed 5 
per cent return on net wealth, a wide range of households are worse 
off under option 2, although the changes in net income are relatively 
modest. As in the current system, this asset test effectively applies a 
wealth tax only to the less well-off (up to the cut-outs described 
above); one may query why this is good policy. We address this limi-
tation in options 3 and 4.

Option 3: Categorical BI with 1.5 Per Cent Wealth Tax
Option 3 provides a BI of $6939 to all adults and older children, 
applied on top of existing pensions and allowances. Children aged 
zero to twelve attract a payment of $5505 each. This payment is 
financed by an annual net wealth tax of 1.5 per cent on net assets. We 
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adjust the means tests for categorical payments to adopt a single 25 
per cent taper based on income, and use a 5 per cent deemed rate of 
return on net assets for means testing. We abolish free areas and rent 
assistance. 

The impact of option 3 is shown below:

Maximum rates
Newstart, single $14 047 + $6939 = $20 986
  Partnered $12 813 + $6939 = $19 752
Pension, single $23 317 + $6939 = $30 256
  Partnered $19 953 + $6939 = $26 892

In option 3, the income tax is converted to a tax on earned income 
(wages and active business income). We remove all capital  
income and gains, and associated deductions, from the income tax 
base to prevent double counting. With these changes, option 3 has a 
flat RTR of 22.3 per cent on all earned income, replacing the existing 
progressive income tax rate structure. Combined with the wealth tax, 
this finances the BI at a cost of $100 billion. The wealth tax ‘stacks’ 
with the deeming regime for categorical payments, but the combined 
tax rate on assumed capital income is still modest.

In option 3, we seek to converge the net incomes of categorical 
and non-categorical households as income rises. We do this by 
applying an overall linear tax rate to everyone, and higher initial tax 
rates on those receiving a categorical payment. However, child 
payments are essentially universal so that at all levels of family income 
those with children receive higher payments than those without. That 
is, payments to families and non-families never converge.

Measured relative to equivalised disposable income, on average 
low-income families are worse off under option 3. This is because of 
the wealth tax on assets including the home and tax paid at the RTR 
of 22.3 per cent from the first dollar of earnings. Families with chil-
dren benefit, except in the bottom quintile. Those in the middle to 
top quintiles are ahead in most cases because of the universal 
payment, even though they are paying a wealth tax. Against our 
comprehensive income benchmark, we get a different result. 
Families with children are better off across the distribution, and the 
bottom 20 per cent is better off for all family structures. Couples and 



From Guaranteed Minimum Income to BI 395

lone persons without children in income quintiles 2 to 5 are worse 
off. The top 20 per cent, apart from families with children, pays more 
in tax because of the wealth tax. Therefore, this option is (on this 
yardstick) overall quite progressive.

Option 4: Full Categorical BI with 2 Per Cent Wealth Tax 
This option is closest to the popular understanding of a BI. In option 
4, we apply a BI at the Newstart rate for all adults, plus a top-up of 
$6939 for all adults and $5505 for children aged zero to twelve. All 
those over sixty-five receive the age pension rate topped up by $6939. 
This is a demogrant similar to that rejected by the Henderson Inquiry 
because of its high RTR and fiscal cost. Option 4 is financed with a 
tax on earned income (including wages and active business income) 
and an annual wealth tax of 2 per cent. The top-up compensates 
average households for the annual wealth tax on owner-occupied 
housing. There are no means tests and so no deemed income.

The RTR for option 4 is a 37 per cent flat rate on all earned 
income. The fiscal cost of option 4 is, not surprisingly, very high at 
$264 billion. However, adopting the 2 per cent wealth tax allows for a 
lower RTR on earnings, compared to other models of a Henderson-
style GMI which estimate flat tax rates of more than 50 per cent.

We can compare option 4 to a pension-level BI financed by 
increasing income tax rates, recently modelled by Phillips (2018).
Phillips found that a BI at the level of $23 000 for all adults ($17 500 
for each member of a couple) and a payment of $5505 for all children 
could be financed by increasing tax rates across the existing income 
tax distribution by 33 per cent and abolishing the Medicare levy and 
the tax-free threshold. Essentially, the income tax would apply at 
33 per cent from the first dollar, increasing up to a top marginal tax 
rate of 78 per cent.

Distributional analysis shows that option 4 is highly progressive 
for couples with children, who are much better off against bench-
marks of equivalised disposable income and comprehensive income. 
Other households including single parents are a bit worse off. 
Measured against a comprehensive income benchmark, this full BI is 
by far the most progressive BI option that we model. All households 
in the bottom two quintiles (and almost all couple families) are better 
off and the lion’s share of the cost is paid by the top quintile.
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Conclusion
The Henderson Inquiry proposed a GMI that aimed to reform 
Australia’s social security and income tax systems to be a seamless, 
integrated system, while reducing EMTRs, addressing poverty and 
reducing stigma for welfare recipients. We present four options to 
move towards a BI from Australia’s current targeted system. The fiscal 
cost of a BI would be significantly greater than was estimated by 
Henderson, leading to a high required tax rate, RTR on earned 
income. We therefore model an annual net wealth tax to keep the 
RTR on earned income relatively low. We retain categorical payments 
in all options for the elderly, and separate payments for children. The 
options smooth some EMTR, but would increase tax rates for many 
across the distribution.

The apparent antipathy to ‘middle-class welfare’ and to ‘welfare 
bludgers’ in Australia makes our full BI in option 4 difficult to 
envisage in practice. However, a two-tier categorical system modelled 
on option 3 financed by some level of wealth taxation could help to 
rationalise what is now a very complex and messy tax-transfer system 
that produces some high EMTRs, creating work disincentives and 
poverty traps. As Henderson acknowledged, parameters can be 
adjusted to achieve the desired redistributive outcome for different 
groups, such as a surtax on top incomes and supplements to reflect 
housing costs, or circumstances of illness or unemployment. 

Any proposal to move towards a BI must also address transi-
tional issues. Initially, a transition might involve marked 
categorisation, permitting higher payments for existing categorical 
groups and much lower payments for the rest. Depending on the 
results, the lower payments could be increased over time in a phased 
movement towards a fuller BI scheme.

On the tax side, our proposal for an annual net wealth tax is, of 
course, controversial. In particular, taxing the home and retirement 
savings would face very strong political opposition. Still, the under-
taxation of these assets in our current tax-transfer system is widely 
acknowledged and this is likely to be the subject of increasing policy 
attention in years to come. Other challenges in designing an effective 
wealth tax include the difficulty in identifying and measuring wealth 
and in enforcing the tax. There are cashflow issues for low-income 
people who own assets (most importantly their own home), as the 
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wealth tax raises their taxes substantially and they may be only partly 
compensated by a higher BI. One possibility could be to defer the tax 
to be offset against realisation of assets at a later date, for example for 
the elderly. A wealth tax at the level we model may also have price and 
macroeconomic effects. We do not have scope to discuss these issues 
here; our main point remains, that wealth is an under-utilised tax base 
in Australia and broadening the tax base is necessary to finance a BI 
while keeping tax rates on earnings at an acceptable tax rate.

Our analysis also shows that there are many options for 
improving Australia’s current social security system without moving 
to a full GMI. We can rationalise and smooth EMTRs by abolishing 
free areas, reducing tapers, reforming or eliminating tax offsets to 
prevent interactions (or to make them more rational) and applying a 
common deeming rate for income from assets in place of asset tests, 
as an improved wealth tax. The highest priority is to increase 
adequacy of payments such as Newstart and rent assistance. Tax 
reform could broaden the base to tax more capital income, and this 
would make the tax system more robust and make the overall reform 
package progressive.
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APPENDIX 1 Modelling Options 1 to 4: Results by Percentage  

Table A1.1 Percentage change by quintile, equivalised disposable income  

Option 1: RTR = 32% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $90 billion 

% change in disposable income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children 7.2% 1.4% 4.3% 4.2% 2.1% 3.1% 

Couple Only 3.6% -1.3% -2.9% -3.8% -2.819% -1.4% 

Lone Person 4.2% -1.9% -5.2% -4.3% -2.5% -1.2% 

Single Parent -3.6% -7.7% -6.2% -4.1% 1.5% -4.9% 

All  4.6% -0.7% 0.0% -0.5% -0.6% 0.0% 

Option 2: RTR = 19% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $40 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children -12.9% -6.6% 0.0% 1.2% -0.7% -0.9% 

Couple Only 0.8% -3.2% -4.0% -3.7% -2.7% -2.2% 

Lone Person 14.5% 6.4% 0.8% -0.5% -1.7% 4.6% 

Single Parent 0.8% -3.4% -2.6% -0.8% 0.2% -1.6% 

All  5.2% -0.2% 0.1% -0.3% -1.2% 0.0% 

Option 3: RTR = 22.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages). Fiscal cost $100 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children -5.0% 0.4% 9.1% 10.8% 10.4% 9.0% 

Couple Only -32.6% -22.8% -10.1% -3.0% 2.5% -10.0% 

Lone Person -20.2% -18.5% -8.8% -0.3% 6.0% -8.1% 

Single Parent -1.0% -2.9% 0.9% 3.0% 11.9% 1.3% 

All  -20.6% -8.2% 1.2% 3.2% 6.6% 0.0% 

Option 4: RTR = 38.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages).  Fiscal cost $264 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children 21.3% 11.1% 12.4% 6.8% -2.6% 4.2% 

Couple Only -11.9% -8.8% -6.9% -4.7% -8.2% -8.4% 

Lone Person -8.4% -15.6% 0.2% 0.1% -3.1% -5.7% 

Single Parent 5.5% -3.3% 1.8% -10.2% 0.7% -1.4% 

All  -0.6% -0.1% 6.4% 2.3% -3.7% 0.0% 
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Table A1.2 Percentage change by quintile, comprehensive income  
(broad)  

Option 1: RTR = 32% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $90 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (including imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children 0.4% 2.6% 4.1% 2.7% 1.4% 2.2% 

Couple Only 3.8% -0.3% -1.5% -1.7% -0.8% -0.8% 

Lone Person 2.8% -1.1% -1.5% -1.6% -0.7% -0.7% 

Single Parent -6.1% -5.0% -3.4% -1.4% 1.1% -3.8% 

All  1.5% 0.1% 0.3% -0.1% -0.1% 0.0% 

Option 2: RTR = 19% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $40 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (including imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children -6.8% -0.3% 1.7% 0.0% -1.4% -0.7% 

Couple Only -1.8% 0.7% 0.2% -1.6% -1.8% -1.3% 

Lone Person 12.0% 6.3% 3.8% 1.3% -0.7% 2.7% 

Single Parent -0.7% -1.5% -1.4% -2.6% -0.7% -1.2% 

All  3.1% 2.2% 1.7% -0.2% -1.5% 0.0% 

Option 3: RTR = 22.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages). Fiscal cost $100 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (including imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children 6.2% 8.7% 10.6% 8.7% 3.4% 6.6% 

Couple Only 4.3% -10.5% -8.3% -2.5% -6.4% -5.8% 

Lone Person 13.4% -5.0% -6.3% -6.4% -8.0% -4.7% 

Single Parent 2.6% 0.0% -0.8% 0.1% 2.6% 1.0% 

All  9.4% 0.9% 1.5% 1.6% -3.0% 0.0% 

Option 4: RTR = 38.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages).  Fiscal cost $264 billion 

% Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (including imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children 18.7% 15.1% 10.3% 3.7% -4.9% 3.0% 

Couple Only 17.8% 1.6% 0.4% -1.2% -10.1% -4.9% 

Lone Person 15.8% 0.3% -1.3% -4.2% -9.8% -3.4% 

Single Parent 1.3% 3.9% -7.3% -5.3% -3.6% -1.1% 

All  18.5% 8.9% 5.5% 1.2% -7.7% 0.0% 
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Figure A1.1 Option 1: Percentage change in disposable income, by equivalised 
disposable income, relative to current system 

 

Figure A1.2 – Option 2: Percentage change in disposable income by equivalised 
disposable income, relative to current system 
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Figure A1.3 – Option 3 Percentage change in disposable income by equivalised 
disposable income, relative to current system 

 

Figure A1.4 – Option 4 Percentage change in disposable income by equivalised 
disposable income, relative to current system 
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Figure A1.5 Option 1 Percentage change in disposable income, by comprehensive 
income (broad) 

 
 

Figure A1.6 Option 2 Percentage change in disposable income, by comprehensive 
income (broad) 
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Figure A1.7 Option 3 Percentage change in disposable income, by comprehensive 
income (broad) 

 
 

Figure A1.8 Option 4 Percentage change in disposable income, by comprehensive 
income (broad) 
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APPENDIX 2: Comparing Distributional Impact of Options 1 to 4 Against Benchmarks 
of Equivalised Disposable Income and Comprehensive Income (Broad; including 
imputed asset income) 

Figure A2.1 Option 1 

  

Figure A2.2 Option 2 
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Figure A2.3 Option 3 

  
 
Figure A2.4 Option 4 
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APPENDIX 3 Modelling Options 1 to 4: Results by Dollar Impact 

Table A3.1 Dollar impact of changes by quintile, equivalised disposable income  

Option 1: RTR = 32% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $90 billion 

$pa change in disposable income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children $3,245 $1,088 $4,268 $5,530 $4,724 $4,104 

Couple Only $1,713 -$696 -$2,085 -$3,513 -$4,462 -$1,110 

Lone Person $1,025 -$623 -$2,368 -$2,567 -$2,624 -$478 

Single Parent -$1,289 -$4,142 -$4,541 -$3,821 $2,260 -$3,071 

All  $1,704 -$404 -$34 -$575 -$1,037 $98 

Option 2: RTR = 19% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $40 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children -$5,841 -$5,020 -$5 $1,607 -$1,440 -$1,235 

Couple Only $378 -$1,694 -$2,861 -$3,475 -$4,294 -$1,824 

Lone Person $3,527 $2,058 $345 -$274 -$1,861 $1,876 

Single Parent $300 -$1,839 -$1,936 -$797 $382 -$1,009 

All  $1,942 -$102 $45 -$317 -$2,276 $52 

Option 3: RTR = 22.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages). Fiscal cost $100 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children -$2,256 $288 $8,919 $14,186 $23,103 $12,033 

Couple Only -$15,491 -$11,890 -$7,199 -$2,770 $4,019 -$8,118 

Lone Person -$4,919 -$5,971 -$4,027 -$168 $6,405 -$3,318 

Single Parent -$374 -$1,549 $686 $2,839 $18,288 $822 

All  -$7,646 -$4,534 $962 $3,472 $12,151 -$11 

Option 4: RTR = 38.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages).  Fiscal cost $264 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income 
 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children $9,625 $8,515 $12,227 $8,901 -$5,738 $5,570 

Couple Only -$5,638 -$4,572 -$4,934 -$4,376 -$13,038 -$6,829 

Lone Person -$2,036 -$5,058 $90 $68 -$3,309 -$2,357 

Single Parent $1,966 -$1,774 $1,360 -$9,618 $1,014 -$860 

All  -$232 -$66 $5,241 $2,547 -$6,710 $6 
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Table A3.2 Dollar impact of changes by quintile, comprehensive income (broad,  
including imputed asset income) 

Option 1: RTR = 32% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $90 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (incl. imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children $263 $2,736 $5,887 $4,976 $5,002 $4,104 

Couple Only $1,585 -$220 -$1,391 -$2,098 -$2,171 -$1,110 

Lone Person $706 -$498 -$949 -$1,339 -$1,298 -$478 

Single Parent -$2,975 -$4,291 -$3,495 -$1,864 $3,078 -$3,071 

All  $647 $59 $308 -$175 -$378 $98 

Option 2: RTR = 19% first dollar of income up to $37,000; standard PIT rates. Fiscal cost $40 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (incl imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children -$4,625 -$291 $2,463 $65 -$4,809 -$1,235 

Couple Only -$740 $504 $149 -$1,966 -$4,864 -$1,824 

Lone Person $3,002 $2,943 $2,349 $1,130 -$1,228 $1,876 

Single Parent -$323 -$1,276 -$1,475 -$3,394 -$1,966 -$1,009 

All  $1,321 $1,707 $1,890 -$321 -$4,181 $52 

Option 3: RTR = 22.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages). Fiscal cost $100 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (incl imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children $4,171 $9,183 $15,164 $16,253 $11,926 $12,033 

Couple Only $1,802 -$7,278 -$7,829 -$3,158 -$17,117 -$8,118 

Lone Person $3,349 -$2,346 -$3,885 -$5,353 -$13,931 -$3,318 

Single Parent $1,282 $33 -$802 $125 $7,523 $822 

All  $4,065 $675 $1,614 $2,371 -$8,572 -$11 

Option 4: RTR = 38.3% flat rate from first dollar of earned income (wages).  Fiscal cost $264 billion 

$pa Change in Disposable Income by equivalised disposable income (incl imputed asset income) 

Family Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total 

Couple, Children $12,686 $15,965 $14,702 $6,780 -$17,379 $5,570 

Couple Only $7,505 $1,125 $408 -$1,495 -$26,773 -$6,829 

Lone Person $3,937 $117 -$779 -$3,544 -$17,098 -$2,357 

Single Parent $633 $3,339 -$7,415 -$6,970 -$10,314 -$860 

All  $8,019 $7,022 $5,953 $1,806 -$22,063 $6 
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