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Index for Household Advantage and Disadvantage (IHAD) –
Implications for Greater Western Sydney
1. What is the IHAD and how is it constructed?
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) has recently produced an experimental index
called the Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage (IHAD). The IHAD provides a
summary measure of relative socio-economic advantage for households, based on the
characteristics of dwellings, and the people living within them.
The IHAD aims to measure socio-economic advantage and/or disadvantage similar to the
current Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA)1 collected by ABS, just at a different
geographical level. The SEIFA indexes assign socio-economic advantage and/or
disadvantage to areas, while the IHAD assigns it to persons or households2. The IHAD aims
to complement an indicator like SEIFA, which as an area-based measure, is likely to result in
some households and individuals being misclassified. The introduction of a household level
index as a supplement to SEIFA is, therefore, thought to better illustrate the diversity of
advantage and disadvantage within the area. It assumes that members of a household often
pool their income and resources and share similar living characteristics.
The IHAD is constructed from a range of weighted variables on a household level, including
income, education, occupation, employment and housing. Each variable has an assigned
binary category (advantage or disadvantage) aligned with previous methods used to
generate SEIFA. Variables derived for IHAD are largely like the variables used for SEIFA,
except in a condensed capacity. This is most probably due to the IHAD currently only having
one index, while SEIFA has four indexes (disadvantage, advantage/disadvantage, economic
resources, and education and occupation). In saying that, there are some differences in the
variables used for IHAD and SEIFA. For example, IHAD incorporates variables not used in
SEIFA such as social housing or older person households that do not own their own home,
but excludes other variables used in SEIFA such as one parent families, low English
proficiency, marital status, overcrowding and multi-family households. There are also other
variables (such as age) which are automatically excluded as a distinct advantage or
disadvantage determination cannot be ascertained.
A more detailed description of the variables chosen to construct the IHAD can be found at
4198.0 Experimental Index of Housing Advantage and Disadvantage, 2016. There are some
interesting choices around the final variables selected and whether they indicate socioeconomic advantage or disadvantage. A notable example is the choice of car ownership and
number of bedroom variables, with the IHAD assuming that more cars and bedrooms in a
household equates to relative advantage. While this may be true to an extent, the
assumption does not seem to acknowledge relatively advantaged households living in high
density areas, that are characterised by small expensive dwellings and low car ownership,
due to the presence of well-connected public or private transport options. The IHAD also
SEIFA is a measure of relative socio-economic advantage and disadvantage, broadly defined by the ABS in terms of people’s
access to material and social resources, and their ability to participate in society. For more information about SEIFA, please
see WESTIR Limited’s 2016 Census Topic Paper called ‘Socio-Economic Index for Areas in Greater Western Sydney’.
2
The ABS defines a household as one or more persons, at least one of whom is at least 15 years of age, usually resident in the
same private dwelling. All occupants of a dwelling form a household.
1
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does not include the measure of housing stress3, suggesting some difficulty in capturing the
mortgage or rent pressure experienced by supposedly advantaged households living in
larger sized dwellings. These larger dwellings may also be far from accessible public
transport options and, therefore, make the household reliant on cars. Overall, it is hoped that
IHAD and its methodological limitations will be addressed by the ABS as the index is further
developed.

2. Additional limitations of IHAD
The ABS acknowledges that relative socio-economic advantage and disadvantage is a
complex and multidimensional concept that is difficult to condense into a single index. In
addition to variable limitations outlined above, there are several overarching limitations that
also need to be taken into consideration when using IHAD:
•

Scope: IHAD defines the total number of households as the total number of occupied
private dwellings on Census night. This means the index excludes other dwelling
forms, such as unoccupied private dwellings, non-private dwellings and nonclassifiable dwellings, which may alter the socio-economic results of a given area.
For example, the exclusion of holiday homes may ignore more advantaged residents
that only occupy the dwelling for part of the year. The index also removes
households with high numbers of non-response and excludes those where all usual
residents aged 15 years and over were away from home on Census night, or
temporarily overseas.

•

Relevance: The ABS generally accepts that it is not feasible to calculate accurate
individual measures of advantage/disadvantage for all persons in the population,
particularly those aged under the 15, or over the age of 64 years. There are also
other small groups in the population with accuracy issues, including lone person
households aged 65 years and over, lone person households with university
students, and households with large homes and low incomes. Factors associated
with advantage/disadvantage for these groups are not well captured by the available
Census data. A common example is retirees on low incomes or lacking employment
at the time of Census who may not necessarily be disadvantaged as their lifestyle is
supported by wealth accumulated over time. In addition to accumulated wealth, there
are other aspects of advantage/disadvantage that IHAD does not represent well,
such as health, access to services, and social and community participation.

•

Assumptions: As mentioned, the IHAD assumes that economic and other resources
are generally shared within households and, therefore, persons within households
will share similar levels of socio-economic advantage and disadvantage. This
assumption may not always be true, particularly for multi-family households, group
households, and households containing lodgers or boarders. It is still possible for a
relatively advantaged persons to be a resident in a relatively disadvantaged
household, and vice versa.

3

Housing stress is defined as the proportion of household income, usually 30%, that is devoted to housing payments such as
mortgage or rent. Like IHAD, housing stress is also not considered in SEIFA.
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3. Interpreting the IHAD
The IHAD data is represented as quartiles (four groups), with the lowest 25% of households
assigned to quartile 1, the next lowest 25% of households to quartile 2 and so on, with the
highest 25% of households assigned to quartile 4. Please note, that in practice each quartile
or group won’t contain exactly 25% of households, as it depends on the distribution of IHAD
scores.
When reading the data, households are ordered from the lowest to the highest index value.
A low score index indicates a relatively greater disadvantage and a lack of advantage in
general. A high score indicates a relative lack of disadvantage and greater advantage in
general. The index is best interpreted as an ordinal measure, meaning that it represents the
distribution rather than the severity of socio-economic advantage or disadvantage across
different households (See Table 1).
Table 1: Interpreting the IHAD
Low Index Score
Quartile 1
(Lowest 25% of
households)
Most disadvantaged

Quartile 2

Quartile 3

High Index Score
Quartile 4
(Highest 25% of
households)
Most advantaged

Source: ABS, 4198.0 – Experimental Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage, 2016

4. Mapping and analysing Household Advantage and Disadvantage in
Greater Western Sydney
The ABS has released the 2016 IHAD data on a Statistical Area 1 (SA1) level, which has
been mapped in this snapshot for Greater Sydney by IHAD quartile (See Maps 1 to 4). The
following section discusses the results for each IHAD quartile, with a specific focus on its
implications on the Greater Western Sydney (GWS) region4.

Quartile 1
Map 1 illustrates the proportion of households in Greater Sydney that fall within Quartile 1 of
the IHAD. This represents 25% of households with the lowest index values, meaning that
they experience the highest levels of socio-economic disadvantage and a lack of socioeconomic advantage in general. The map shows that the concentrations of Quartile 1
disadvantage are mostly found in GWS, with notable concentrations around suburbs such
as:
•
•
•
•

Cranebrook and St Marys in the Penrith LGA;
Bidwill, Blackett, Dharruk and Riverstone in the Blacktown LGA;
Fairfield, Canley Vale and Cabramatta in the Fairfield LGA
Miller and Sadlier in the Liverpool LGA; and

4

GWS is comprised of thirteen (13) LGAs: Blacktown, Blue Mountains, Camden, Campbelltown, Canterbury-Bankstown,
Cumberland, Fairfield, Hawkesbury, Liverpool, Parramatta, Penrith, The Hills Shire and Wollondilly.
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•

Macquarie Fields, Claymore and Airds in the Campbelltown LGA.

These concentrations of disadvantage strongly correlate with suburbs where a high
proportion of households are considered low income and are classified as social housing.

Quartile 2
Map 2 illustrates the proportion of households in Greater Sydney that fall within Quartile 2 of
IHAD. This represents the next 25% of households after Quartile 1, which means that they
still experience high levels of socio-economic disadvantage and low levels of advantage but
not to the degree experienced by households in the first quartile. The map shows that the
concentrations of Quartile 2 disadvantage are more randomly dispersed across the region,
with the highest concentrations found in established suburbs such as:
•
•
•

Cambridge Gardens, Cambridge Park and Colyton in the Penrith LGA;
Mount Druitt in the Blacktown LGA; and
The central and southern suburbs of the Campbelltown LGA.

There is also evidence of Quartile 2 disadvantage across households in Liverpool, Fairfield
and Canterbury-Bankstown LGAs. Most of the relative housing socio-economic
disadvantage represented in the first and second quartiles is concentrated in GWS, with a
very small proportion of households in the northern and eastern regions of Greater Sydney
falling in these categories.

Quartile 3
Map 3 illustrates the proportion of households in Greater Sydney that fall within Quartile 3 of
IHAD. Being just below the fourth quartile, Quartile 3 suggests a notable level of household
socio-economic advantage and a lower level of disadvantage than the first and second
quartiles. The map shows that households that fall in the third quartile are evenly distributed
across the Greater Sydney, with no remarkable concentrations across any particular area.
This suggests that the bulk of the region’s households fall within this quartile, which is
consistent with results for persons in the whole of New South Wales (NSW)5.

Quartile 4
Map 4 illustrates the proportion of households in Greater Sydney that fall in Quartile 4 of
IHAD. This quartile represents the 25% of households with the highest index values,
meaning that they experience the highest levels of socio-economic advantage and a general
lack of relative socio-economic disadvantage. The map clearly shows that the highest
concentrations of Quartile 4 advantage are in the northern and eastern regions of Greater
Sydney, starting from the north west corner of The Hills Shire to the eastern corner of
Randwick and Botany Bay LGAs. This has recently been dubbed the ‘latte line’ by the media
to show the sharp socio-economic difference between the eastern and western parts of the

5

4198.0 Experimental Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage, Table 6 State and territory, percentage of persons in
the IHAD quartiles.
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region6. In saying all this, high concentrations of advantage are still present in parts of GWS,
mainly around new release estates such as those located in the north west and south west
growth areas7.

5. Recommended reading
The data and background information for this snapshot is from the following ABS
publications, which may be of interest for further reading:
•
•
•

4198.0 – Experimental Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage, 2016
Technical Paper: Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) 2016 [2033.0.55.001]
Research Paper: Building on SEIFA: Finer Levels of Socio-Economic Summary
Measures

Gladstone, N., ‘Sydney’s latte line exposes a city divided’, 28 March 2018, The Sydney Morning Herald, https://bit.ly/2TSjDhy
To read more about the North West and South West Growth areas in GWS, please see WESTIR Limited’s 2016 Census
Topic Paper called ‘Housing in Greater Western Sydney’.
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Map 1: Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage (Quartile 1), Greater Sydney, 2016
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Map 2: Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage (Quartile 2), Greater Sydney, 2016
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Map 3: Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage (Quartile 3), Greater Sydney, 2016
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Map 4: Index of Household Advantage and Disadvantage (Quartile 4), Greater Sydney, 2016
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