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Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights 
PO Box 6100 
Parliament House 
Canberra ACT 2600 

 
By email: human.rights@aph.gov.au 
 

Re: 12-month review of the Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 
and related legislation 

 

I make this submission as an academic with a disciplinary background in law whose 
research focuses on issues of public policy, social justice, human rights and 
Indigenous peoples.  

It is timely that the government gives consideration to the important issues raised in 
the Stronger Futures legislative package. The June 2013 report of the Parliamentary 
Joint Committee on Human Rights raised significant human rights concerns with this 
legislation. This submission addresses three areas of concern covered in the 2013 
report: Income Management, the School Enrolment and Attendance Welfare Reform 
Measure (SEAM), and the alcohol measures. SEAM is also dealt with in a recent 
publication of mine, which is attached as Appendix A. 

Income management  

The 2013 PJCHR report raised concerns about ongoing racial discrimination in the 
income management scheme due to its disproportionate impact on Indigenous 
welfare recipients. Recent data shows that Indigenous peoples are still 
overwhelming overrepresented in the income management scheme, and the vast 
majority are subject to compulsory income management rather than voluntary 
income management.1 For example, in the Northern Territory those classified as 
‘Disengaged Youth’ number ‘4,201 (89% Indigenous, 11% non-Indigenous)’ and 
those defined as ‘Long Term Welfare Payment Recipients’ number ‘10,529 (87% 
Indigenous, 13% non-Indigenous)’.2 These are compulsory income management 
categories, and it is well documented that Indigenous welfare recipients face a range 
of barriers in obtaining exemptions from income management.3  

1 Senate Estimates, Parliament of Australia, House of Representatives, Income Management 
Summary – 27 December 2013 (February 2014) 1. 
2 Senate Estimates, Parliament of Australia, House of Representatives, Income Management 
Summary – 27 December 2013 (February 2014) 1. 
3 J Rob Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation 
Report (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) 257; Commonwealth Ombudsman, Review 
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Article 1 of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination refers to measures as racially discriminatory if they have ‘the purpose 
or effect’ of restricting the enjoyment of human rights.4 The PJCHR concluded in 
2013 that:   

[T]he government has not yet clearly demonstrated that:  

• the income management regime to the extent it may be viewed as 
having a differential impact based on race, is a reasonable and 
proportionate measure and therefore not discriminatory; or  

• the income management regime is a justifiable limitation on the rights 
to social security and the right to privacy and family. 5 

I submit that that the government still has not clearly demonstrated that income 
management meets these criteria. The government evaluations of income 
management to date show mixed results at best,6 and matters of extreme concern at 
worst.7  

Although a key reason why income management was originally introduced was to 
address demand sharing or humbugging, as Bray and others pointed out in 2012, 
‘the reduction in cash in communities has reduced financial harassment for many, 
but has in some cases increased harassment for others.’8 They observed that people 
can still ‘“humbug” for the BasicsCard.’9  

of Centrelink Income Management Decisions in the Northern Territory: Financial Vulnerability 
Exemption and Vulnerable Welfare Payment Recipient Decisions (June 2012) 30; National Welfare 
Rights Network, Submission CFV 150 in Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC), Family 
Violence and Commonwealth Laws – Improving Legal Frameworks, Report No 117 (2011) 266.  
4 International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, opened for 
signature 21 December 1965, 660 UNTS 195 (entered into force 4 January 1969). (ICERD). 
5 Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights (PJCHR), Commonwealth Parliament, 
Examination of legislation in accordance with the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny) Act 2011: 
Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 and related legislation (June 2013) 61-62. 
66 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 1, 19, 30; J 
Rob Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation 
Report (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) xxiii, 7, 87, 94-95. 
7 Shelley Bielefeld, ‘Compulsory Income Management – Exploring Counter Narratives amidst Colonial 
Constructions of Vulnerability’ (2014) forthcoming/accepted for publication Sydney Law Review 31 
pages; Shelley Bielefeld, ‘Income Management and Indigenous Peoples – Nudged into a Stronger 
Future? (2014) 23(2) forthcoming/accepted for publication Griffith Law Review 29 pages; Shelley 
Bielefeld, ‘History Wars and Stronger Futures Laws: A Stronger Future or Perpetuating Past 
Paternalism?’ (2014) 39(1) Alternative Law Journal 15-18; Shelley Bielefeld, ‘Compulsory Income 
Management under the Stronger Futures Laws – Providing ‘Flexibility’ or Overturning Freedom of 
Contract?’ (2013) 8(5) Indigenous Law Bulletin 18-21; Shelley Bielefeld, ‘Compulsory Income 
Management and Indigenous Australians – Delivering Social Justice or Furthering Colonial 
Domination?’ (2012) 35(2) University of New South Wales Law Journal 522-562. 
8 J Rob Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation 
Report (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) 261. 
9 J Rob Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation 
Report (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) 88. 
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The persistence of demand sharing was also confirmed in the recent September 
2014 report on the operation of voluntary income management in the APY Lands. 
Communities in the APY Lands had requested voluntary income management as a 
means of addressing a range of concerns, including humbugging.10 Their consent to 
the measure is a crucial distinction between this form of income management and 
the compulsory income management to which most Indigenous welfare recipients 
are subject in the Northern Territory. The 2014 APY Lands report noted that ‘[t]he 
majority of community members and other stakeholders who participated in this 
study were positive about income management being introduced into the APY 
Lands.’11 However, the report states that ‘[w]ith less cash available, some of the 
‘humbugging’ has reportedly been transferred from humbugging for money to 
humbugging for food.’12 Although the data in this report is presented as tentative,13 
with further research required, it noted that ‘people on income management appear 
to be more likely to run out of money than those not on income management.’14 This 
raises questions about the efficacy of income management. 

An enormous amount is currently spent on income management. As I note in a 
forthcoming publication in the Sydney Law Review:15 

Buckmaster and others estimate that the implementation of the income 
management scheme will cost the government ‘in the range of $1 billion’ 
between ‘2005–06 to 2014–15’.16 The Australian National Audit Office 
estimates that income management for welfare recipients living in remote 
areas costs approximately ‘$6600 to $7900 per annum’,17 which is ‘equal to 
62 per cent of the $246-a-week Newstart payment.’18 The finances currently 
allocated to resourcing the compulsory income management system could 

10 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 1. 
11 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 1. 
12 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 19. 
13 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 2. 
14 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 22. 
15 Shelley Bielefeld, ‘Compulsory Income Management – Exploring Counter Narratives amidst 
Colonial Constructions of Vulnerability’ (2014) forthcoming/accepted for publication Sydney Law 
Review. 
16 Luke Buckmaster, Carol Ey, and Michael Klapdor, ‘Income Management: an Overview’ 
(Background Note, Parliamentary Library, Parliament of Australia, 2012) 34. 
17 Australian National Audit Office, Administration of New Income Management in the Northern 
Territory (Audit Report No. 19, 2012–13) 17. 
18 Patricia Karvelas, ‘Coalition bid to expand welfare quarantining’, The Australian, 1 October 2013, 
<http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/coalition-bid-to-expand-welfare-quarantining/story-
fn59niix-1226730353663>. 
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arguably be better spent on providing necessary social services to effectively 
assist these welfare recipients in a culturally appropriate manner.19 

These funds could also arguably be utilised in a manner more compatible with 
human rights than the compulsory income management system. The APY Lands 
report sets out a range of voluntary budgetary management tools which may be 
useful for welfare recipients as alternatives to the BasicsCard:  

Before the introduction of income management and the BasicsCard into the 
APY Lands there were already a number of methods for people to allocate 
money for specific purposes. Like Voluntary Income Management, these are 
all voluntary arrangements which individuals can change when they wish to 
do so.  

• The Key Card is a card issued by a financial institution (e.g. bank) used by 
account holders to access their money. Community members can set up 
direct debit payment arrangements with the financial institution to transfer 
funds to a store or make bill payments via BPAY. The Key Card gives people 
direct access to the available cash in their account. Particular amounts can be 
allocated per day so that the person can only spend up to that amount per day 
and therefore money can be spread over the payment period. This is 
arranged with the financial institution.  

• The Centrepay system is a free bill paying service people can use to make 
payments to registered organisations directly from their Centrelink payments. 
Centrepay has been in place for several years prior to the introduction of 
income management.   

• Store accounts or Store Cards. People can arrange for funds to be paid to the 
store under a pre-paid account system. Some stores will provide clients with a 
Store Card where these funds are uploaded. The client can arrange payments 
to the store through Centrepay or through a direct debit arrangement with 
their financial institution.   

• Many people hold accounts in financial institutions which may or may not 
have Key Card access. People can allocate their funds by arranging direct 
debits and making bill payments via BPAY.20 

In assessing the proportionality of income management it seems appropriate to 
consider other budgetary management alternatives which could achieve the same 
objective the government claims to want to achieve, but in a less stigmatising 
manner. Since the BasicsCard was initially introduced as part of the Northern 
Territory Emergency Response, there is an intense social stigma attached to its use 

19 Barbara Shaw, ‘The NT Intervention – Six Years On’, New Matilda, 21 June 2013, 
<https://newmatilda.com/2013/06/21/nt-intervention-six-years>.  
20 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 19-20. 
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for numerous welfare recipients.21 This is especially so in regards to the numerous 
compulsory income management categories operating in the NT.  

There are also unique cultural issues that can arise for Indigenous welfare recipients’ 
subject to compulsory income management. The history of colonisation, which has 
involved micromanaging the finances of Indigenous peoples, means that these 
intrusive forms of governance can trigger trauma for Indigenous peoples,22 who, 
unlike other Australian welfare recipients have a history of being given rations 
instead of cash and having their incomes controlled (at times fraudulently) by third 
parties.  

In addition, there are three other human rights issues to be considered in the context 
of compulsory income management for Indigenous welfare recipients which were not 
considered in the 2013 PJCHR report. First, compulsory income management can 
affect the enjoyment of Indigenous peoples’ right to culture. The human rights 
instruments pertaining to the right to culture are referred to in Appendix A, and 
include Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) 
and Articles 8(1), 11(1), 14(3), and 15(1) of the United Nations Declaration on the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples.23 Compulsory income management has implications 
for Indigenous forms of resource distribution based on kinship networks, and can 
affect whether Indigenous welfare recipients can obtain an exemption from 
compulsory income management.24 This can have an impact upon Indigenous 
cultural values regarding reciprocity, because these values have wrongly been seen 
as ‘financial exploitation’ by numerous Centrelink decision makers when assessing 
exemption requests made by Indigenous welfare recipients. I analyse this issue in 
my forthcoming publication in the Sydney Law Review, which I would be happy to 
forward to the Committee if it is of interest. I also note that reciprocal sharing of 
resources which is mutually beneficial for Indigenous welfare recipients is to be 
distinguished from humbugging. 

Second, the BasicsCard is only accepted at government approved retailers, which 
can negatively impact upon welfare recipients who need to travel.25 This arguably 

21 J Rob Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation 
Report (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) 94; Bev Manton, ‘Perpetuating Neglect’, 
Koori Mail, 11 August 2010, Edition 482, 25. 
22 Paddy Gibson, ‘Return to the Ration Days - The NT Intervention: grass-roots experience and 
resistance’, Jumbunna Indigenous House of Learning, University of Technology Sydney, June 2009, 
11, 12, 18 <http://www.jumbunna.uts.edu.au/pdfs/JIHLBP11.pdf>. 
23 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, opened for signature 16 December 1966, 
UNTS 171 (entered into force 23 March 1976) (ICCPR); United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples, GA Res 61/295, UN GAOR, 61st sess, 107th plen mtg, Supp No 49, UN Doc 
A/RES/61/295 (13 September 2007) (UNDRIP). 
24 Commonwealth Ombudsman, Review of Centrelink Income Management Decisions in the Northern 
Territory: Financial Vulnerability Exemption and Vulnerable Welfare Payment Recipient Decisions 
(June 2012) 30. 
25 Ilan Katz and Shona Bates, Voluntary Income Management in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara 
Yankunytjatjara (APY) Lands (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, September 2014) 18; J Rob 
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affects their enjoyment of freedom of movement and association, rights enshrined in 
Article 12(1) and 22(1) of the ICCPR.26  

Third, the PJCHR concluded in 2013 that ‘[t]he income management regime limits 
the right to social security, the right to an adequate standard of living and the right to 
privacy’,27 these are rights contained in the ICCPR and the International Covenant 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.28 These remain ongoing concerns; 
however, another right to consider in regard to Article 17(1) of the ICCPR is the right 
to be free from ‘unlawful attacks on … honour and reputation’. The income 
management scheme is underpinned by the ideological brutality of new 
paternalism,29 which unjustly disparages the capacities and character of welfare 
recipients by portraying them as deviants who require intensive paternalistic 
governance to bring about behavioural reform. It is arguable that this impugns the 
reputation of those subject to compulsory income management, many of whom do 
not have the behavioural problems identified by the government as the underpinning 
rationale of income management. As Bray and others state: 

A central rationale for income management is to reduce the amount of welfare 
funds available to be spent on alcohol, gambling, tobacco products and 
pornography … The majority of survey participants reported that none of 
these issues were a problem for their family.30 

The Improving School Enrolment and Attendance through Welfare Reform 
Measure (SEAM) 

The points made in the 2013 PJCHR report on SEAM are important, and there are 
ongoing human rights concerns with this measure regarding ‘the right to social 
security, the right to privacy and family, the right to an adequate standard of living, 
and the rights of the child in relation to each of those rights.’31 As outlined in 
Appendix A, there are also significant concerns about the right of Indigenous peoples 

Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation Report 
(Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) 94. 
26 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, opened for signature 16 December 1966, 
UNTS 171 (entered into force 23 March 1976) (ICCPR). 
27 Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights (PJCHR), Commonwealth Parliament, 
Examination of legislation in accordance with the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny) Act 2011: 
Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 and related legislation (June 2013) 52. 
28 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, opened for signature 16 
December 1966, 993 UNTS 3 (entered into force 3 November 1976) (ICESCR). 
29 Lawrence Mead, ‘The Rise of Paternalism’, in Lawrence Mead (ed), The New Paternalism: 
Supervisory Approaches to Poverty (Brookings Institution Press, 1997) 1, 27; 
Matthew Thomas and Luke Buckmaster, ‘Paternalism in social policy –
when is it justifiable?’ (Research Paper No. 8, Parliamentary Library, Parliament of Australia, 2010) 1. 
30 J Rob Bray et al, Evaluating New Income Management in the Northern Territory: First Evaluation 
Report (Social Policy Research Centre UNSW, July 2012) 185. 
31 Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights (PJCHR), Commonwealth Parliament, 
Examination of legislation in accordance with the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny) Act 2011: 
Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 and related legislation (June 2013) 73-74. 
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to culture which are infringed by SEAM, in terms of Aboriginal children who need to 
accompany adults on sorry business and for cultural education.  

It is a grave injustice to suspend the income of entire families in the name of alleging 
benefiting Aboriginal children. The recent Audit of SEAM released in 2014 noted that 
254 welfare recipients had their payments suspended under the enrolment aspect of 
SEAM, and 60 under the attendance requirement.32 Although parents who have their 
income suspended can later receive back pay if they comply with SEAM,33 the 
period of the suspension imposes severe economic hardship on families throughout 
its duration. Furthermore, The North Australian Aboriginal Justice Agency has been 
contacted by Indigenous people whose payments have been ‘suspended under 
SEAM’ who ‘do not understand why their payment has been suspended, or what 
they need to do to have their payment restored.’34 I submit that income suspension is 
a harsh measure which is unjustifiable as a means of seeking to promote the right to 
education. There are other ways in which the government could promote educational 
objectives which do not result in impoverishment for Indigenous families. Further 
reflections on this issue are contained in Appendix A. 

Alcohol Measures 

The alcohol measures imposed as part of the Stronger Futures package were rightly 
critiqued by the PJCHR in 2013. These laws raise concerns about the Federal 
Government’s commitment to ‘special measures’ as defined under international 
human rights law. I agree with the views on special measures expressed by the UN 
Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights and fundamental freedoms of 
indigenous people, Professor James Anaya, and the Australian Human Rights 
Commission, referred to in the 2013 PJCHR report.35 I concur with the 2013 PJCHR 
report that under international law, measures which criminalise the people 
supposedly to be benefited are not legitimate special measures by international 
human rights standards.36  

If these laws cannot legitimately be classed as a special measure according to 
international human rights jurisprudence, then there is still an issue with human 
rights incompatibility due to the racially discriminatory nature of these laws. This is 
something that may well contribute to further international criticism of Australia for 
flouting the international human rights obligations under the International Convention 

32 Australian National Audit Office (ANAO), The Improving School Enrolment and Attendance through 
Welfare Reform Measure (Audit Report No. 51, 2013–14) 18, 42. 
33 Australian National Audit Office (ANAO), The Improving School Enrolment and Attendance through 
Welfare Reform Measure (Audit Report No. 51, 2013–14) 46. 
34 North Australian Aboriginal Justice Agency et al, Key Income Support Issues for Aboriginal 
Australians in the Northern Territory (April 2014) 11. 
35 Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights (PJCHR), Commonwealth Parliament, 
Examination of legislation in accordance with the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny) Act 2011: 
Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 and related legislation (June 2013) 26-27. 
36 Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights (PJCHR), Commonwealth Parliament, 
Examination of legislation in accordance with the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny) Act 2011: 
Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 and related legislation (June 2013) 28. 
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on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination by which Australia has 
agreed to be bound. 

As regards the alcohol measures in the Stronger Futures package, the following 
quote from my 2014 article in the Alternative Law Journal may be of interest to the 
Committee in terms of assessing the proportionality of these measures:37 

Although the object of the Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 
(Cth) (‘SFNT Act’) contained in s 4 states that it ‘is to support Aboriginal 
people in the Northern Territory to live strong, independent lives’ the 
legislation promotes an extremely paternalistic approach to alcohol usage and 
is racially targeted. It is designed to affect the alcohol consumption of 
Indigenous people.  

Whilst it is acknowledged that the amount of alcohol consumption is a 
problem in some Northern Territory Aboriginal communities, the trouble with 
the government’s unilaterally imposed ‘solution’ is that it does not necessarily 
offer a collaborative approach for communities to deal with alcohol related 
harm in their desired way. It can result in government orchestrated outcomes 
‘without adequate consultation’.38 Indigenous communities are also subject to 
Ministerial approval of their Alcohol Management Plans under the Stronger 
Futures laws, hence Ministerial override.39 This approach does not allow for 
Indigenous communities to be self-determining in terms of effectively and 
appropriately addressing these issues as they choose. Instead, the Stronger 
Futures laws impose an approach likely to lead to further criminalisation of 
Indigenous people. 

Section 8 of the SFNT Act inserts a range of alcohol related offences into the 
Liquor Act 1978 (NT). It inserts a new s 75B(1) which makes it an offence to 
possess alcohol in an alcohol protected area. The maximum penalty for 
breach of this provision is ‘100 penalty units or imprisonment for 6 months.’ 
Under s 5, the definition section of the SFNT Act, a penalty unit has the same 
meaning as s 4AA of the Crimes Act 1914 (Cth), which sets out that a penalty 
unit is $170. This means the applicable penalty for breach of this section 
could be one hundred times $170, an astounding $17,000 for possession of 
alcohol in one of the alcohol prohibited areas. This is likely to lead to further 
over-representation of Indigenous Australians in the criminal justice system40 
and further impoverish communities. It does nothing to treat the causes of 

37 Shelley Bielefeld, ‘History Wars and Stronger Futures Laws: A Stronger Future or Perpetuating 
Past Paternalism?’ (2014) 39(1) Alternative Law Journal 15, 17-18. I will include here the full 
references in the article for the benefit of the Committee. 
38 Kristen Smith et al, ‘Alcohol management plans and related alcohol reforms’, Indigenous Justice 
Clearinghouse, October 2013, 6 <http://www.indigenousjustice.gov.au/briefs/brief016.pdf>. 
39 SFNT Act s 16. 
40 Errin Walker, ‘Stronger Futures Alcohol Regulation in the NT’ (2012) 8(3) Indigenous Law Bulletin 
20, 21. 
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alcoholism. Interestingly, ‘Prior to the Intervention eighty percent of 
Homelands were considered to be “dry” communities.’41 Yet the Stronger 
Futures legislation keeps perpetuating the racist colonial stereotype of the 
drunken Aboriginal person unable to moderate alcohol intake and in need of 
the pervasive paternalism of the state.  

Section 8 of the SFNT Act also inserts a new s 75C(1) into the Northern 
Territory Liquor Act which makes it an offence to supply alcohol in an alcohol 
protected area. The maximum penalty for breach of this provision is ‘100 
penalty units or imprisonment for 6 months.’ However under s 75C(7)(a) ‘If the 
quantity of ethyl alcohol involved in the commission of an offence … is greater 
than 1,350 ml the maximum penalty for the offence is 680 penalty units or 
imprisonment for 18 months’. Again, this provision is likely to lead to an 
increase in the over-representation of Indigenous Australians in custody. This 
is particularly so when these extreme fines are considered in conjunction with 
compulsory income management which restricts 50% or more of a welfare 
recipient’s income to expenditure on government approved priority needs. 
‘Priority needs’ are defined in s 123TH(1) of the Social Security 
(Administration) Act 1999 (Cth) and do not include the payment of fines, which 
is hardly helpful given that fine default can lead to incarceration. These sorts 
of Intervention measures have led to Aboriginal people in the Northern 
Territory finding it more difficult to pay for bail and fines ‘due to a shortage of 
cash from Income Management.’42 

This legislation and other like legislation43 does nothing to treat the underlying 
causes of alcoholism, which are often due to ‘endemic grief and emotional suffering’ 
as a consequence of various aspects of colonialism that have made a significant 
impact over many generations.44  

One cannot help but think that if an approach based upon harsh criminal penalties 
were capable of being effective in terms of addressing alcohol related harm in 
Indigenous communities then perhaps it should have yielded more evidence of 
beneficial outcomes for Indigenous people by now. After all, the criminalisation 
approach has been dominant throughout most of Australia’s colonial history. The 
possibility that the intensive, stigmatising, paternalistic governance embedded in this 
type of legislation might enhance the desire of some Indigenous people to engage in 
escapism via substance abuse should be considered.  

41 Michele Harris (ed), A Decision to Discriminate – Aboriginal Disempowerment in the Northern 
Territory (Concerned Australians, 2012) 39. 
42 Paddy Gibson, Return to the Ration Days – The NT Intervention: Grass-Roots Experience and 
Resistance (Jumbunna Indigenous House of Learning, University of Technology Sydney, June 2009) 
30 <http://www.jumbunna.uts.edu.au/pdfs/JIHLBP11.pdf>. 
43 Such as that which was in issue in Maloney v The Queen [2013] HCA 28. 
44 June Oscar and Howard Pedersen, ‘Alcohol Restrictions and the Fitzroy Valley: Trauma and 
Resilience’ in Sarah Maddison and Morgan Brigg (eds), Unsettling the Settler State – Creativity and 
Resistance in Indigenous Settler-State Governance (Federation Press, 2011) 85. 
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Conclusion 

Although the stated intention of the government is that these laws and policies are to 
be beneficial, there are significant human rights compatibility issues with income 
management, SEAM, and the alcohol measures. The individual assessment of each 
of these measures is important and necessary, however the cumulative impact of 
these laws and policies on the well-being of the Indigenous people subject to them 
should also be considered.  

Yours sincerely, 

Dr Shelley Bielefeld 

Appendix A  

Shelley Bielefeld, ‘Conditional Income Support under SEAM: Human Rights 
Compatibility Issues’ (2013) 8(9) Indigenous Law Bulletin 17-21.  
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