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Executive Summary 
Compulsory management of a portion of the income of designated groups of welfare recipients is 
set to be expanded beyond the Northern Territory Emergency Response (the “Intervention”) to 
other areas across Australia. A range of welfare recipients and social service groups have 
criticised the scheme, arguing that it is demeaning, inflexible, inconvenient, and risky for welfare 
recipients, and that it stigmatises whole groups of people. It is an expensive approach that does 
not really address the complex problems facing individuals and local communities.  
 
While it is not clear where or how the federal government will apply compulsory income 
management to areas outside the Northern Territory, a range of government statistics show that 
South Australia, or areas within South Australia, could be a high priority for the introduction of the 
scheme. Analysis of disadvantaged areas or regions in South Australia suggests that the scheme 
may first be applied to Aboriginal communities in the north and west of the state, and also to parts 
of suburban Adelaide – particularly around Elizabeth and the “Parks” area near Port Adelaide.  
 
However, identifying these areas illustrates further practical problems that highlight the 
arbitrariness and unfairness of the system. Boundary problems arise where the scheme is applied 
to particular suburban areas and not to neighbouring areas, while retailer-participation problems 
will either channel welfare expenditure to major retail chains or impose administrative burdens on 
small businesses participating in the scheme. These problems decrease if larger areas are chosen 
for income management, but choosing larger areas makes the scheme more expensive to manage 
and less targeted. These practical issues add to the general social critique of the scheme and 
suggest that compulsory income management is not a useful tool to address issues in vulnerable 
and disadvantaged communities in South Australia. 
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Income Management and the Welfare Reform Bill
1
 

At its broadest level, “income management” is the quarantining of all or part of a social security 
payment to ensure that it is used in particular ways (usually on essential expenditure). There are 
existing schemes for voluntary income management, and it has also been possible for the 
government to mandate income management for individual social welfare recipients in particular 
categories where their particular circumstances warranted it. However, compulsory income 
management for designated (indigenous) groups of welfare recipients was first introduced as part 
of the Northern Territory Emergency Response (NTER), announced in June 2007. Under the 
scheme, 50% of a person‟s welfare payment is quarantined, replaced with a Basics Card that can 
only be spent on food, clothing and medical supplies (and only within certain stores).  
 
The federal government now plans to expand this compulsory income management across 
Australia. Initially, the proposed new model of income management will be implemented in the 
Northern Territory (in urban, regional and remote areas – not just in the selected Aboriginal 
communities first targeted) with future national rollout to “disadvantaged regions” across the 
country (at this stage subject to the findings of an evaluation progress report expected in 2011/12).  
 
The plans to widen compulsory income management are contained in the Welfare Reform Bill 
which was passed by the House of Representatives in February this year. The Bill was then 
considered by a Senate Committee2 and will be brought back to the Senate in the near future. If 
enacted, income support recipients whose „usual place of residence‟ is within a „declared income 
management area‟ would be affected. The scheme would apply to three categories of income 
support recipients:  
 

 Disengaged youth: aged 15-24 in receipt of youth allowance, newstart allowance, special 
benefit or parenting payment for more than 13 of last 26 weeks. 

 Long-term income support recipients: aged 25-aged pension age, in receipt of youth 
allowance, newstart allowance, special benefit or parenting payment for more than a year in 
last 2 years. 

 Vulnerable income support recipients: assessed by delegate as vulnerable to financial 
crisis, domestic violence or economic abuse. 

 
Individuals could also be referred to compulsory income management under the child protection 
scheme and existing income management models (school attendance and Cape York trials).  
 
The Welfare Reform Bill also seeks to create two new social security payments: incentive 
payments of $250 every six months to encourage voluntary income management, and a matched 
savings scheme to encourage savings and financial literacy by those subject to compulsory income 
management. 
 
The new national income management categories contained in the Bill seek to repeal the current 
NTER Income Management Category from 1 July 2010 – permitting a 12 month transition from the 
old to a new system of income management. This allows for the restoration of the application of the 
Racial Discrimination Act (which had been suspended as the NTER compulsory income 
management discriminated against people on the basis of their Aboriginality), but the changes 
widen not just the geographical area of application, but also the categories of “vulnerable income 
support recipients”, which could now include individuals across the spectrum of Centrelink welfare 
payments. 

                                                
1
  Social Security and Other Legislation Amendment (Welfare Reform and Reinstatement of the Racial Discrimination Act) Bill 

2009 and related bills. 
2
  Senate Communitȅ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΣ άLƴǉǳƛǊȅ ƛƴǘƻ {ƻŎƛŀƭ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ hǘƘŜǊ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ό²ŜƭŦŀǊŜ wŜŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ 

Reinstatement of Racial Discrimination Act) Bill 2009 and the Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs 
and Other Legislation Amendment (2009 Measures) Bill 2009 along with the Families, Housing, Community Services and 
LƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎ ŀƴŘ hǘƘŜǊ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ όwŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ wŀŎƛŀƭ 5ƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘύ .ƛƭƭ нллфέΣ aŀǊŎƘ нлмлΦ  
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The geographic area remains crucial as it is having a “usual place of residence” in a “declared 
income management area” that is the trigger for compulsory income management. Despite the 
importance of this geographic trigger, there is still little information available about the locations to 
be designated as “declared income management areas”. The Bill provides no guidance, simply 
stating that the Minister for Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs may 
declare an area as income management area, and that that area may be (a) a specified State; or 
(b) a specified Territory; or (c) a specified area.3 
 
Such a declaration is subject to parliamentary veto (because the declaration is a “legislative 
instrument”4), but there is no criteria as to which areas could or should be declared or even what 
an “area” might be: it could be a whole state, a local government area, a suburb or even a census 
district. However, in introducing the legislation to parliament, the Minister flagged that compulsory 
income management was considered appropriate for “disadvantaged regions”. While promising 
that the scheme would be evaluated before implementation beyond the Northern Territory (but not 
before the legislation is enacted), Minister Macklin stated: 
 

The government recognises the benefits that income management can have for other 
disadvantaged regions. 
 

and that 
 
Future implementation will also be informed by other criteria, including evidence of 
disadvantage in other regions of Australia and consideration of where income management 
could benefit individuals and families.5 

 
The Bill does not require any further evaluation before rolling out to “disadvantaged regions” across 
the country, so the evaluation promise is subject to the political uncertainties that may arise from 
change of government, minister or policy. Again, there is no clarity on what a “region” is, nor on 
what basis “disadvantage” may be defined or assessed, making it completely unclear how or 
where the compulsory income management scheme may be applied. And at the end of the day, 
there is nothing in the Bill requiring the rollout to be limited to disadvantaged areas or regions. 

Problems with Income Management 
The federal government says that income management is intended to be the “key tool in the 
Government‟s broader welfare reforms designed to deliver on [the] commitment to a welfare 
system based on principles of engagement, participation and responsibility.”6 According to the 
Minister for Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs, 
  

Income management helps people to order their lives and provide for their children. It 
operates at the day-to-day level of people‟s lives, giving them access to the basics of life by 
reducing the amount of welfare funds available for substance abuse and other risky 
behaviours. This in turn provides a pathway for their participation in the broader economy 
and society.7 

 
There is little doubt that income management can potentially play these roles and there is broad 
support from community organisations for income management when it is voluntary. However, 
income management takes on a very different form when made compulsory for groups of people 

                                                
3
  s123TFA, Social Security and Other Legislation Amendment (Welfare Reform and Reinstatement of the Racial Discrimination 

Act) Bill 2009 and related bills. 
4
  Senate Community Affairs Committee, as above, p 39. 

5
  Macklin, J Minister for Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs, Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates: 

House of Representatives, 25 November 2009. p 12786, 12787. 
6  Australian Government Landmark Reform to the Welfare System, 2009 available at www.fahcisa.gov.au 
7
  Macklin, J as above, p 12786. 
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and it is not a solution for disengaged youth, long term unemployed or other vulnerable welfare 
recipients. For welfare recipients who would lose control of half of their meagre incomes, there are 
a range of negative impacts, including: 
 

 The demeaning impact of the denial of people‟s ability to manage their own finances. 

 Lack of budgeting flexibility, inconvenience from only being able to shop at a limited range 
of designated retailers, and the social exclusion that precipitates. 

 Income support recipients who are affected will be stigmatised, with their source of income 
identifiable to retailers. 

 There is a risk that income support recipients experiencing domestic violence or other 
forms of abuse will be less likely to notify Centrelink due to the threat of compulsory income 
management.  

 
There are also a range of practical drawbacks for the wider community, including the channelling of 
welfare-recipients‟ shopping to major retailers who accept the Basics Card, and the sheer expense 
of the system. In the 2010-11 federal Budget, the government allocated $394m for the first 4 years 
of operation of the expanded scheme in the Northern Territory.8 Using government funding 
projections, the Australian Council of Social Service (ACOSS) has estimated that the scheme 
would cost $4,400 per person per year. Put in perspective, that‟s nearly nine times the amount paid 
to employment service providers to help long-term job seekers ($500 annually) and over one third 
of the Newstart Allowance paid to a single adult ($11,850 annually).9 These funds would be better 
directed to initiatives for which there is a demonstrated need: adequate payments, better 
employment assistance and training for long-term unemployed people, improved access to mental 
health and alcohol and drug services, and intensive case-management and wrap-around services. 
 
A fuller statement of the problems with compulsory income management is contained in a joint 
statement from 15 major national service providers and community organisations,10 with ACOSS 
summarising the problems saying that the scheme: 
 

represents a top-down, one-size-fits-all, bureaucratic solution to complex social problems 
facing individuals and local communities. It is poorly targeted and expensive and will inflict 
shame and indignity on income support recipients.11 

 
In a key assessment of the scheme, the Australian Indigenous Doctors‟ Association (AIDA) found 
no evidence that compulsory income management had been an effective strategy in improving 
child health or reducing child sexual abuse (two of the core justifications for its imposition). Any 
positive health outcomes were likely to be cancelled out by the negative health outcomes 
associated with the scheme, including significant effects on the mental health and social 
functioning of individuals and communities. As the AIDA report noted, these are serious health 
consequences in their own right and will have serious, harmful impacts on the physical health of 
young people and adults across their life span.12  

                                                
8
  Australian Budget 2010-11, Budget Paper, No. 2, Part 2  http://www.aph.gov.au/budget/2010-

11/content/bp2/html/bp2_expense-10.htm  
9
  ACOSS, Opening Statement 26 February 2010, Senate Community Affairs Committee, as above, p. 3. Statement at 

http://acoss.org.au/images/uploads/ACOSS_opening_statement_final.pdf  
10

  Community Sector Statement on Income Management, December 2009 
http://www.acoss.org.au/images/uploads/Final%20sector%20statement%20on%20income%20management.pdf  

11
  ACOSS, as above, p. 1. 

12
  Australƛŀƴ LƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ 5ƻŎǘƻǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ŦƻǊ IŜŀƭǘƘ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ ¢ǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΣ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ Evaluation, UNSW, Health 

Impact Assessment of the Northern Territory Emergency ResponseΣ ό/ŀƴōŜǊǊŀΥ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ LƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ 5ƻŎǘƻǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ 
2010). pp 22-24. 

http://www.aph.gov.au/budget/2010-11/content/bp2/html/bp2_expense-10.htm
http://www.aph.gov.au/budget/2010-11/content/bp2/html/bp2_expense-10.htm
http://acoss.org.au/images/uploads/ACOSS_opening_statement_final.pdf
http://www.acoss.org.au/images/uploads/Final%20sector%20statement%20on%20income%20management.pdf
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Implications for South Australia 
As noted above, the initial trigger for compulsory income management will be residence in a 
declared income management area, with the government suggesting that these areas will be 
based on socio-economic disadvantage. The Australian Bureau of Statistics has an index of socio-
economically disadvantaged areas as part of its SEIFA (Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas) 
database. Based on the 2006 Census data, the SEIFA figures rank suburbs and local government 
areas in order of socio-economic disadvantage. 
 
The Commonwealth Grants Commission‟s Report on GST Revenue Sharing Relativities ï 2010 
Review used the SEIFA data to categorise social disadvantage at a state/territory level. It 
supplemented this with other data noting that: 
 

The Commission has also used people on Commonwealth benefits and holders of health 
care cards as indicators of disadvantage in some assessments. The choice between the 
SEIFA and these measures depended on which best reflected the eligibility conditions for 
specific State services or which provided a better link to administrative data on service use 
or cost.13  

 
The Grants Commission separated the population into five categories: least disadvantaged; 
second least disadvantaged; middle; second most disadvantaged; and most disadvantaged. It then 
produced a summary for each state. The results for South Australia are shown in the table below. 
 

Table 1: Spread of disadvantage in the SA population 

Population by SEIFA quintile SA 
Ψллл 

SA % National % 

Least Disadvantaged 201.1 12.54 20.24 

2nd Least Disadvantaged 305.9 19.08 20.07 

Middle 298.3 18.6 19.86 

2nd Most Disadvantaged 380.6 23.74 19.71 

Most Disadvantaged 417.4 26.08 20.12 

Total 1603.4 100% 100% 
(Source: Commonwealth Grants Commission, 2010 Report) 

 
From this we can see that South Australia has 26.08% of its people in the “most disadvantaged 
category”. This is significantly above the national average. The SA figure is the third highest 
nationally, behind the Northern Territory (37.18%) and Tasmania (33.4%). If income management 
is to be aimed at disadvantaged communities and applied to specific states, then based on 
these figures South Australia would be a high priority for implementation of compulsory 
income management after the proposed Northern Territory roll-out.  
 
Centrelink data on just four categories of social security benefits suggest that around 83,000 
benefits could be caught in compulsory income management – and perhaps higher (see Table 3). 
 
However, if the approach is more nuanced than the declaration of a whole state as an income 
management area, then using the SEIFA data it is possible to highlight the “disadvantaged areas” 
where compulsory income management may be applied. 
 

                                                
13  Commonwealth Grants Commission Report on GST Revenue Sharing Relativities ς 2010 Review 2010, p. 264 
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South Australian local areas  

The SEIFA data ranks localities in Australia in deciles and percentiles from lowest to highest in 
terms of levels of disadvantage.14 For the percentile ranking, the most disadvantaged 1% of areas 
are given a decile number of 1 and so on, up to the most advantaged 1% of areas which are given 
a decile number of 100. That is, rank 1 is the most disadvantaged relative to the other percentiles 
(noting that deciles have equal number of areas, not people).  
 
Table 2 lists suburbs and communities in South Australia which fall into the five percentiles of the 
most disadvantaged localities of suburbs across the country (ie. percentiles 1 – 5 out of 100), with 
the percentile rank also recorded. However, it should be noted that the SEIFA data does not 
include the various Aboriginal communities in the APY and Maralinga lands. There is little doubt 
that many of these communities would rate as highly disadvantaged and therefore be primary 
targets as income management areas. 
 

Table 2: Ranking of SA suburbs by socio-economic disadvantage 

 

Suburb Rank Suburb Rank Suburb Rank 

Davoren Park 1 Nangwarry 2 Blanchetown 4 

Elizabeth South 1 Peterborough 2 Christie Downs 4 

Gerard 1 Port Pirie 2 Curramulka 4 

Koonibba 1 Port Pirie West 2 Elizabeth 4 

Mudamuckla 1 Smithfield 2 Fisherman Bay 4 

Nepabunna 1 Solomontown 2 Gawler West 4 

Point Pearce 1 Woodville Gardens 2 Moonta Mines 4 

Smithfield Plains 1 Yalata 2 Pinks Beach 4 

Terowie 1 Angle Park 3 Salisbury North 4 

Athol Park 2 Bolivar 3 Tarpeena 4 

Clinton 2 Dudley Park 3 Warooka 4 

Copley 2 Elizabeth Downs 3 Evanston 5 

Cross Roads 2 Elizabeth East 3 Georgetown 5 

Elizabeth Grove 2 Elizabeth Vale 3 Hillier 5 

Elizabeth North 2 Hackham West 3 Ottoway 5 

Elizabeth Park 2 Kilburn 3 Parham 5 

Iron Knob 2 Munno Para 3 Red Hill 5 

Mansfield Park 2 Tailem Bend 3 Snowtown 5 

Marree 2 Taperoo 3 Wallaroo 5 

Mount Burr 2 Whyalla Stuart 3   

(Note: suburbs in all percentiles are in alphabetical order, no order of ranking applied within percentiles) 
 
The Australian Social Inclusion Board has also produced a tentative list of disadvantaged areas.15 
They cross-referenced the SEIFA data with four other common indicators of disadvantage, and 
compiled a list based on the most disadvantaged 5% of communities. The results were very similar 
to the SEIFA list above although it incorporated more areas by clustering neighbouring suburbs 
and localities together. It also includes the larger regional centres of Mount Gambier, Murray 
Bridge and Port Lincoln, but excludes many of the smaller regional locations because it had a 
threshold of areas with 3,000 people. Their list is reproduced in the Appendix to this paper. 
 

                                                
14

  Australian Bureau of Statistics 2033.0.55.001 - Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) state suburb codes, data cube only, 
2006 

15
  Australian Social Inclusion Board, Methodologies for selecting locations, Working Group and Social Inclusion Unit, November, 

2008. 
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A number of issues can be drawn out from the above list. Firstly, four of the nine South Australian 
locations recognised in the SEIFA data as the most disadvantaged areas are Aboriginal 
communities (Gerard, Koonibba, Nepabunna, Point Pearce). This, coupled with the background of 
the Northern Territory “intervention” and the plight and publicity around disadvantage in the APY 
and Maralinga lands, leaves little doubt that if compulsory income management were to be 
introduced in South Australia it would apply disproportionately to Aboriginal people. When 
compulsory income management was first introduced into the Northern Territory, the Howard 
government had to suspend the Racial Discrimination Act because the policy discriminated by only 
applying the scheme to Aboriginal people. The current government is seeking to restore the Act by 
applying compulsory income management more widely, but given the location data above, the 
results may still be discriminatory (on the basis of disproportional impact).  
 
Secondly, there are a large number of areas that are small rural communities where the key issues 
are likely to be ones of lack of income earning opportunity rather than lack of income management. 
Potential migration of welfare-recipients from these places to areas not designated as income 
management areas punishes the local economy and may threaten the viability of economically 
marginal businesses and communities. 
 
In relation to suburban Adelaide, and assuming that compulsory income management is more 
likely to be targeted at areas broader than individual suburbs, it can be seen that the areas or 
regions most likely to be targeted would be around Elizabeth, and the “Parks” districts to the east 
of Port Adelaide (Athol Park, Ottoway, Mansfield Park, Woodville Gardens). The Social Inclusion 
Board data has 18 suburbs in four clusters in this area, with Kilburn being a particular focus. 
Around Elizabeth, it has 17 suburbs in four clusters with a focus on Davoren Park and Salisbury 
North. 
 
Declaring such areas as income management areas stigmatises the residents of those localities, 
and again risks some level of migration out of those already economically struggling communities.  
 
There would also be a number of logistical problems in implementing the system at this suburban 
level. The perceived unfairness of compulsory income management would be heightened by the 
recurrent “boundary problems” – where welfare recipients living on opposite sides of a road (in 
adjoining suburbs) would be treated differently. As an example, residents of May Terrace in 
Ottoway may have income management applied to them, while on the other side of Eastern 
Parade residents of May Terrace in Rosewater would receive their full entitlement in cash. It is 
unlikely that Eastern Parade is a relevant boundary of dis/advantage, but if Rosewater were 
included in the declared income management area (as it is in the same cluster in the Social 
Inclusion Board list), the same argument would apply as you crossed Torrens Rd into Alberton. 
 
Further, in the implementation of compulsory income management in the Northern Territory it was 
noted that (at least initially) there were problems created by not all shops participating in the 
scheme or accepting the Basics Card, which was the debit card substitute for welfare payments.16 
In the Northern Territory this often meant a requirement to travel long distances to a participating 
shop, but the issues in suburban communities will be different. If the declared income management 
areas are individual suburbs, then it may be that local shops may accept the Basics Card, but it is 
less likely that shops elsewhere will. Thus, even if a resident of Elizabeth can use the card in the 
local shops, the recipient may not be able to access half their income when journeying into the city 
or a neighbouring suburb.  
 
Similarly, while in remote communities where there are one or two shops and a relatively large 
number of welfare recipients, there is more incentive for shops to participate, there is a different 
dynamic to that of a suburban shop where only a very minor part of their catchment may be 
involved. The question for the busy retailer or kiosk owner in Semaphore or Henley Beach would 

                                                
16

  Senate Community Affairs Committee, as above, p. 49. 
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be: is it worth learning and administering the system on the chance that someone from Mansfield 
Park will come in? And if the answer is no, then those residents of Mansfield Park may be less able 
to have fish-and-chips or an ice-cream at the beach – which is demeaning and socially excluding. 
 
Finally, local areas may be differentiated with pockets of relative advantage or disadvantage. As 
the ABS cautions: 
 

SEIFA indexes show an average ranking for areas. The socio-economic conditions of 
individual residents in any one area will vary, and there may be relatively advantaged 
residents living in areas labelled as disadvantaged and vice versa. For example, the 
Salisbury - Central [area] was one of the lowest ranked ... in Adelaide. However, on 
breaking this area down into Census Collection Districts, the ABS found that around one-
third of residents fell into the most disadvantaged areas while two-thirds of residents lived in 
less disadvantaged areas.17

 

 
Thus, even the suburb level data makes the targeting of “disadvantaged areas” faulty and 
unnecessarily increases the cost of what is already an expensive program, by capturing many 
more areas that are less disadvantaged. However, targeting areas by the smaller census districts 
simply increases the boundary and retailer-participation problems noted above. 
 

Federal electorates 

When considering broader areas/regions, like collections of suburbs listed in Table 2 and the 
Appendix, the problems of mis-targeting “disadvantaged areas” is amplified. This can be seen if we 
use federal electorates – a particularly useful example because an alternative measure of 
“disadvantaged areas” can be generated using data on Centrelink payments per federal electorate. 
Table 3 shows the numbers of recipients of benefits in categories relevant to compulsory income 
management in each South Australian federal electorate. 
 

Table 3: Centrelink payments by Federal Electorate 

Electorate 
(2007 boundaries) 

Youth 
Allowance 

(other) 

Parenting 
Payment 

Single 

Parenting 
Payment 

Partnered 

Newstart 
Allowance 

TOTAL 

Adelaide 463 1,641 607 3,773 6484 

Barker 764 2,762 960 3,841 8327 

Boothby 319 1,389 394 2,110 4212 

Grey 1,086 3,074 1,169 5,020 10349 

Hindmarsh 395 1,526 481 2,798 5200 

Kingston 745 3,248 1057 3,970 9020 

Makin 463 2,354 730 2,584 6131 

Mayo 366 1,693 678 2,141 4878 

Port Adelaide 911 3,837 1,386 5,110 11244 

Sturt 339 1,673 528 2,334 4874 

Wakefield 1,214 4,617 1,429 5,290 12550 

Total 7065 27814 9419 38971 83,269 

Source: Centrelink statistics sourced from 
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/dhs/publications-policies-and-plans/electorate-data/centrelink.php 

 

                                                
17

  !.{ aŜŘƛŀ wŜƭŜŀǎŜΣ ά!.{ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛƻ-ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜέΣ 26 March 2008. 
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mediareleasesbytitle/87E66027D6856FD6CA257417001A550A?OpenDocument  

http://www.humanservices.gov.au/dhs/publications-policies-and-plans/electorate-data/centrelink.php
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mediareleasesbytitle/87E66027D6856FD6CA257417001A550A?OpenDocument
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The inclusion of Special Benefit statistics would further increase these numbers, as would any 
other assessed “vulnerable income support recipients”. In addition, 50% of a person‟s net payment 
can be quarantined (including payments such as the Family Tax Benefit18), but even with these 
underestimations the figures show the order of magnitude of the number of benefits and people 
who would be caught under a compulsory income management regime if it were applied to 
particular electorates in South Australia.  
 
However, even a quick comparison with the suburb listing in Table 2 shows the problem of 
aggregation on such a scale. The two highest electorates would be Port Adelaide (which includes 
the “Parks” area to the east) and Wakefield (which includes Elizabeth). However, the Elizabeth 
area is at the southern end of Wakefield and much of the rest of the seat is rural and with very 
different demographics that do not rate highly among the “most disadvantaged” areas. Similarly, 
the federal electorate of Port Adelaide includes Alberton, Cheltenham and the coastal strip around 
Semaphore, which all rate in the middle of the SEIFA scale. 
 

Conclusion 
Compulsory income management has been criticised by a range of community organisations as 
being an expensive and inappropriate response to the problems faced by those receiving various 
forms of welfare payment. The impending rollout of the scheme may have implications for a large 
number of South Australians, both welfare recipients and others in their communities who are 
stigmatised by the broad-brush approach or where the local economy may be skewed by the 
quarantining of where incomes can be spent.  
 
A consideration of how and where the scheme may apply in South Australia highlights the 
unfairness and lack of appropriate mechanisms in the system. While it is possible to identify 
“disadvantaged” suburbs and therefore to declare a suburb (or smaller unit) as a designated 
income management area, there are boundary problems that highlight the arbitrariness of the 
system. There may also be retailer-participation problems, which will either channel welfare 
expenditure to major retail chains or impose administrative burdens on small businesses 
participating in the scheme. These problems could possibly be lessened by declaring broader 
areas as designated income management areas, but this expansion creates other problems of mis-
targeting and extra expense to the taxpayer. These problems only serve to magnify the broader 
problems in the system and suggest that compulsory income management would not provide a 
respectful or useful tool in treating long term issues of poverty, unemployment and social 
exclusion. 
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Appendix: Social Inclusion Board Disadvantage Location Index 
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