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Abstract 

This  paper    addresses  the  steady  in-

crease     in Australian welfare beneficiar-

ies.  From 1979   to   2006, working-age 
welfare recipients on full income support 

increased   from   5.6  to   10  per   cent   

of   the   population. From  1996  to  1999,  
children  of  welfare   recipients  were 

found    to   be   five   times   more   likely   

to   be   receiving welfare   benefits   and   

were  producing  four   and   a  half times  
more  children than  independent  fami-

lies. 
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In Australia there is a continuing in-

crease in the prevalence of welfare de-
pendence. The  fiscal   pressure from   the   

increase   in  the   welfare   state   has   

generally been   greater   than   the in-

creases in revenue through taxes,  eco-

nomic    reform  and   growth. 1 The 

Business Council   of   Australia (2004) 

predicted that relatively fewer  funds   
will  be  available   for   future   wel-

fare.[2]    In 1999, visiting English econ-

omist Deepak Lal stated: “nationalization 

of welfare accelerated in the twentieth 
century and led to vast transfer states 

(pensions). The accompanying erosion of   

traditional   morality    in   the West is 
manifest in various social pathologies, 

such as widespread   marriage breakdown, 

high  levels  of illegitimacy  and divorce, 

proliferation of single-parent families,   

soaring   crime  rates,   and  the   perpetu-

ation  of an urban  underclass.”[3] 
 

Figure: 1:    Percentage of Pensioners 

in Population 

(Recipients of Pensions, Benefits, 
Payments and Allowances)  

 

 
 
The above graph shows that all benefi-

ciaries, except age pensioners, increased 

linearly in a population that increased 
from  14.6 million in 1979 to 19 million 

in 1999.  It is noted that the recessions  of 

1982/83  and 1990/91  did not  affect the 

trend-lines.  Editions of the ABS publica-
tion Year Book Australia show that work-

ing-age welfare beneficiaries on full in-

come support increased  from  5.6% of 

the population  in 1979 to 10% in 2006, 
while age pensioners remained at 10%.  

The increase in welfare prevalence was 

thus due to working age beneficiaries. 
After 1999, the figures are not strictly 

comparable, as there was increasing un-

deremployment and more unemployed 

were transferred to the Disability Support 
Pension. The 2006 Year Book Australia 

shows continuing escalation  of  Disabil-

ity  Support  from  3.05% of  the popula-
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tion in 1999 to 3.47% in 2005.  In Sep-

tember 2004, unemployment  was 5.5%, 
underemployment 5.6% (4.5% in 1980), 

and underutilization of the Extended La-

bour  Force (unemployment, underem-

ployment and a subset of persons margin-
ally attached to the work force) 12.2%.[4] 

Review of a random  selection   of  

53,000  Australian families from 1996 to 
1999 by the Department of Family and 

Community   Services  Canberra  showed  

that  the  apparent family  size  of welfare  

families  was 3.1, non-welfare  families 
2.7  and  the  average of  all  families  2.9.  

Children from welfare families had four 

and a half times more pregnancies than 
those from non-welfare families.   It was 

found  that by age 19, those  raised  in 

welfare-dependent households were three 

times more likely than non-dependent 
families to become homeless, four times 

more likely to become teenage parents  

and five  times  more likely  to end up on 

benefits.[5] Thus, the escalation  of  wel-
fare  payments  is due to the greater ap-

parent family  size  of welfare recipients 

(3.1) and whose children  are  five  times  
more  likely  also  to  need support, over 

that of non-supported families (2.7). 

Families are unable to cope inde-

pendently for many different reasons: 
lack of innate ability, poverty, mental and 

physical illness, antisocial  and criminal 

behavior. It can be shown that children 

are like their biological parents  in all as-
pects of life. The most important example 

is intellect, where the correlation between 

IQ scores of parent (as child) and child is 
0.56, minus 0.01 between unrelated chil-

dren reared apart (perfect correspondence 

is 1, no correlation is 0).  If   differences   

in  IQ   were  determined  entirely   by 
heredity,  the  expected value  for  parent  

and  child is  plus 0.50, for  children 

reared  apart 0.00.[6]  The  behavior  of  
all living organisms is the result of inter-

action  between genetic inheritance and 

environment (nature and nurture). As 

children obtain their DNA from, and most 

are nurtured particularly  in the  early  
years  by their  biological parents, they 

resemble them in all aspects of life more 

than do unrelated people in the general 

population. 
A  joint project  between the  Federal  

Government,  the ANU and the Universi-

ty of Melbourne is examining how disad-
vantage is transferred from one genera-

tion to the next. It is based on interviews 

with 4000 young people aged 18 and 

3,900 parents and their  Centrelink rec-
ords.   The project compares   the  life  

histories,   attitudes   and  outcomes   for 

young people whose parents have never 
received welfare payments with those 

who have received benefits. The pay-

ments  include   parenting   payment,   

single   disability support  pension,  and  
the  Newstart allowance. It found young 

people  from  long-term,  welfare  de-

pendent  families did  less  well  on  every 

education  and health measure  and were 
more prone to risky behavior. In addition, 

young people‟s development of a work 

ethic and their attitude to welfare ap-
peared to be shaped by their family‟s ex-

perience. Where families had been on 

welfare for at least six years, young peo-

ple were almost three times as likely to 
have been suspended from  school  com-

pared  with young people  with no family 

welfare history.  About 20 per cent had a 

history of being  late  for  school com-
pared to less than 10 per cent of the more 

advantaged.  They were less likely to be 

in classes for the gifted and talented and 
more likely to be in remedial classes.   By 

age 18, about 65 per cent of young people 

with no family  welfare  history  were 

studying  compared to about 40 per cent 
of the welfare group; and more than 30 

per cent of those from  fortunate  back-

grounds were at university compared  
with  about  12  per  cent  of  the  disad-

vantaged group.  Big differences were 

apparent in rates of depression and atten-
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tion deficit hyperactivity disorder and al-

cohol, tobacco and illicit drug use.  To 
the researchers‟ surprise, almost 45 per 

cent of the less advantaged had asthma 

compared with 27 per cent of the better 

off.[7] 
This paper addresses the increases in 

the  three categories of working-age wel-

fare beneficiaries and the accompanying  
social  pathologies. There  are  many  and 

varied individual reasons for welfare need 

and for being involved in social patholo-

gy, but the purpose of this paper is only 
concerned with the fact of their increase. 

Poor health is a common cause of  de-

pendence and disadvantage. Many afflic-
tions, including myocardial infarction, 

cerebral vascular pathology, osteoporosis 

and many cancers are increasing in preva-

lence. Because of modern  medicine,  
many people  with  genetic diseases  live 

long  enough  to  reproduce   and  trans-

mit   their  DNA  to children: cystic  fi-

brosis,  hemophilia, diabetes,  various  
heart defects, phenylketonuria, thalasse-

mia and sickle cell anemia. The incidence  

of many of these  disorders  is  rising in 
each generation.[8] 

Certain   behaviors   and  lifestyles   

cause   significant   ill health and social 

pathology, leading to disadvantage and 
dependence.  The four diseases placing 

the greatest burden on the Australian 

population are ischemic heart disease, 

stroke, lung cancer and chronic airway 
disease. All four  are smoking  related.[9] 

Epidemiological  studies  have repeatedly 

demonstrated that drug abuse  - mostly 
nicotine and alcohol - during the period 

leading up to fertilization and during 

pregnancy is a universal social problem; 

with countless potentially healthy chil-
dren being needlessly handicapped.[10]  

Tobacco cigarette smoking kills half a 

million Americans each year and is the 
leading cause of preventable illness in the 

world today.  Smoking harms nearly eve-

ry organ in the body, compromising a 

smoker‟s general health and causing 

many diseases. This is because cigarette 
smoke contains thousands of chemicals, 

many of them toxic.   The key ingredient 

underlying addiction to cigarettes is nico-

tine.[11]  Genetic risk factors for nicotine 
dependence have been described,[12]  

and there is currently intense research for 

genes that may predispose people to un-
dertake behaviors that have adverse phys-

ical and mental health effects. 

The introduction of no-fault divorce 

laws, the single mother's pension in 1975, 
and the de stigmatizing of illegitimacy 

have been associated with easier divorce, 

desertion and changes in community 
standards.  In 1975, 18 per cent of women 

cohabited with a male partner before mar-

riage; in 1992, 58 per cent.   Five per cent 

of births occurred outside marriage in 
1960, 27 per cent in 1996. Ninety-one  

per cent of teenage births  in 1999 were 

extra- nuptial.[13] 

Criminal behavior has escalated.   The 
Source Book of Australian  Criminal  and 

Social  Statistics  reported  that  from eve-

ry account  it is  clear  that  the  reported  
rate  of  many crimes is growing at an ac-

celerated pace.  This publication reveals 

that over the period 1980/81 to 1986/87, 

homicide increased at a rate twice that of 
the population  growth rate, rape and bur-

glary five times.[14] The Australian pris-

on population of 25,000 is two and a half 

times that of 20 years ago.[15] 
As we have seen, young women whose 

parents had been welfare recipients are 

five times more likely also to be receiving  
welfare  benefits, and  produced  four  

and  a half times more children during 

1996 to 1999 than independent fami-

lies.[16]  There were no significant wel-
fare eligibility changes, and part of the 

reason for the increase in the need for  

welfare  services  is  the  excess  apparent  
family  size  of welfare  families  (3.1) 

over that of families  with medium to 

high income (2.7).  
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Increasing dependence and the accom-

panying social pathologies is a very seri-
ous  concern. In the United States, wel-

fare numbers were reduced by 60 percent   

in  5  years through   tax  incentives,   

work  place changes and time limits on 
benefits. In Australia, Peter Saunders 

(2004) outlined several measures that un-

doubtedly could reduce  welfare  numbers  
in Australia[17]   in  the  short term, but 

these have not been enacted, and those 

who don't want to work, who are pre-

pared to defraud the system, and disad-
vantaged families in genuine need of wel-

fare will continue  to  escalate  while  

they  have a greater  apparent family size 
than that of independent families. 

The acceptance of Darwinian evolution 

and modern molecular genetics show that 

it is  impossible  to break the nexus be-
tween the natures of parents and children.  

The basics of Darwinism are heritable 

variation and natural selection   –  now  

generally   accepted  as   fact  rather   than 
theory.     There  is  no  doubt   that  gen-

eration  of  genetic variation is an intrin-

sic property of sexually reproducing or-
ganisms, and  no  doubt  that  natural se-

lection has historically censored unsuita-

ble variation and maintained organisms in 

harmony with their environments. In a 
feral environment natural selection acts 

on the whole organism, and  only  allows  

successful  survival  and  procreation in 

an environment  similar  to  the  one  in  
which  the  organism evolved (a compati-

ble environment). 

All theories  within  psychology  imply  
the  existence  of psychological  mecha-

nisms  underlying  behavior. Evolution-

ary psychology states: „Behavior depends 

on a large number of underlying evolved, 
functionally specialized psychological 

mechanisms (information processing de-

vices housed in the brain), each sensitive 
to the concept of a particular adaptive  

problem  that  has  recurred  for  humans 

over  evolutionary  time.[18] Apprehen-

sion  of  a concept/problem includes an 

emotion that gives power to supersede 
other current  events, trigger a genetically 

determined program of behavior to solve 

it, bring it to consciousness and place it in 

memory.  As every aspect of life has 
evolved, the genome determines devel-

opmental and behavioral responses to the 

environment from  the fertilized egg to 
adulthood -  but  requires  an historical  

environment similar to the one in which it 

evolved and developed for successful 

survival and procreation.  Learning in-
volves the apprehension and memorizing 

of events associated with the adaptive 

problems triggered.   We thus learn to 
recognize circumstances in the real world 

that are associated with the triggered in-

nate concepts – we learn how the world 

„works,‟ but the response to how the 
world is perceived is innate. Neurosci-

ence research using functional magnetic 

resonance imaging (fMRI) and positron 

emission tomography (PET) shows  that  
brain  activity  initiating  behavior  occurs  

about three quarters  of a second  prior to 

conscious  awareness  of the   intention  
to   act.     Thus   actions   are  initiated   

by unconscious mechanisms that are, pre-

sumably, genetically hard-wired into the 

brain.[19] 
Differences  between individuals  are 

due to  a different genome and a different 

environment.  Research in behavior ge-

netics  has  shown  that  each contributes  
about  50%  to human  individual  differ-

ences  in  most  cognitive  and personality 

traits.[20]  As each genome evolved and 
developed to  survive  in  a  particular  

culture,  it  cannot  survive  and develop  

successfully  in an incompatible one.   

Also,  if any developmental or psycholog-
ical mechanism is not triggered to activa-

tion at the appropriate time in early  life, 

it will be lost. The human brain is only 
about 63% developed at birth and not ful-

ly developed until puberty, so an incom-

patible environment before that age re-
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sults in greater or lesser permanent harm.   

Attachment theory emphasizes that the 
embryo depends on its mother  for nutri-

tion and care from the time of conception,  

and if she is neglectful of her own health 

and not virtually constantly loving and 
caring in the developing ages up to puber-

ty and certainly up until about six  or  

eight  years,  permanent  physical  and  
psychological harm results. 

Jacques Monod  wrote in 1971: „…  

Selection in modern societies has been 

done away with - at least there is nothing 
“natural” about it in the Darwinian sense.  

To the extent that selection is still present, 

it does not favor the “survival of the fit-

test” – in modern  terms, the genetic sur-

vival of the “fittest” through  a more nu-

merous progeny.  Intelligence, courage, 
and imagination are still factors of suc-

cess in modern societies; …but of per-

sonal, not genetic success, the only kind 

that matters for evolution.   The situation 
is the reverse: statistics,  as  everybody 

knows,  show a negative  correlation be-

tween the intelligence quotient (or cultur-
al level) and the average number of chil-

dren per couple.  The same statistics 

demonstrate a high positive correlation of 

intelligence quotients  between marital 
partners  -  a dangerous  situation that  

could  gradually   edge  the  highest   ge-

netic  material toward concentration  of 

intelligence quotients within a shrinking 
elite. 

Until not so long ago, even in relative-

ly “advanced” countries,   the   weeding   
out   of   the   physically and also mental-

ly least fit was automatic and ruthless.   

Most of them did not reach the age of pu-

berty.  Today, many of these live long 
enough  to  reproduce.     Thanks  to  the  

progress  of scientific  knowledge  and  

the  social  ethic,  the  mechanism that 

used to protect the species from degen-
eration (the inevitable result  when natu-

ral selection  is suspended)  now func-

tions hardly at all, save where the defect 

is uncommonly grave.  For coping with 

these dangers, there are occasional prom-
ises of remedies expected from the cur-

rent advances in molecular genet-

ics.  …No doubt it will be possible to pal-

liate certain genetic flaws, but only in the 
afflicted individual, not in his posterity.  

Not only does modern molecular genetics 

give us no means whatever for acting up-
on the ancestral heritage in order  to im-

prove it with new features – to create a 

genetic “superman” – but it reveals the 

vanity of any such hope: the genome‟s 
microscopic proportions today and prob-

ably forever rule out manipulation of this 

sort.   The only means for “improving” 
the human species would be to introduce 

a deliberate and severe selection.  Condi-

tions of non-selection (or selection in re-

verse) like those reigning in the advanced 
societies lead inevitably to species degen-

eration.‟[21] 

To most people, the thought  of being 

in thrall to their genes is  intolerable. 
Books and articles  have recently  been 

written on the ability of the environment 

to change the way the developing  ge-
nome responds  to the environment  -  the 

so-called “plasticity‟ of the brain/mind.  

Two recent books describe brain plastici-

ty on the background of attachment theo-
ry, based almost exclusively on evidence 

from incompatible  environments during 

development.[22]  In other words,  the  

genome  does  not  change  –  but  it does  
not develop and function normally in an 

incompatible environment.  A further  

consequence of selection is that only 
some form  of eugenics can stop the de-

generation of an increasing proportion of 

the world‟s population. 

Everything else being equal, the need 
for welfare will continue to increase for 

as long as welfare beneficiaries bear more 

children than independent families.  Pro-
creating while significantly disadvan-

taged underlies most of the world prob-

lems of increasing misery, starvation, 
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poverty, antisocial and criminal behavior 

– where children are brought into the 
world by parents who, for any reason, 

lack the opportunities, characteristics, 

abilities and resources to cope with their 

environment.    The  provision  of  social,  
medical  and  legal help for those in genu-

ine need is morally right, but the increas-

ing social and economic costs are unsus-
tainable.[23]  [24] 

If  the  reader  will permit the  author  

to  conclude  this article with some con-

clusions  about how to benefit society, 
they would be as follows: A child surely 

has the right to be conceived   and  reared   

by  competent   parents,   and  not 
brought  into an environment of dysfunc-

tional dependence, poverty and a higher  

than average probability of ending up in 

the same state.  Possible action through  
disincentives such as the generation of a 

public attitude against unlimited indigent  

procreation  could  be a practical  way of 

achieving something worthwhile.   The 
alternative of doing nothing is the  persis-

tent  escalation  of  present  adverse  and 

unsustainable trends.  For the sake of pre-
sent and future generations, there is ur-

gent need for informed discussion to re-

solve this serious long-term problem. 

POSTSCRIPT 
I believe this paper addresses Dysgenic 

Indigent Fertility as the ONLY cause of 

welfare and population escalation.   

The present welfare institution should 
continue.  An additional allowance 

should be offered to bring the total in-

comes of welfare beneficiaries and low-
paid workers to near that of the average 

population wage - providing they do 

NOT conceive a child while requiring 

such help.     
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