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ACOSS Conference 2018, Sydney 
 – 29 & 30 October 2018 
Attended by Barbara Beard (both days) and Dr Olivia Hamilton  

Monday 29 October 2018 
The day commenced with an introduction by Tony Reidy, President ACOSS and a Welcome to Country 

by Uncle Charles (Chicka) Madden. Cassandra Goldie then opened the conference with a short 

welcome speech. She told the audience that people are feeling bullied by Government Policy and that 

more than 70% of people want Newstart increased. She said Governments do more listening to people 

and less listening to “Shock Jocks”. She believes Australians are compassionate at heart. The harsh 

reality is that Australia has the lowest unemployment payment in the OECD and the lowest spending 

on helping people get a job. The nasty bullying conditions we have are the harshest in welfare 

conditionality, along with the UK. 

Paul Barclay an ABC journalist with Radio National spoke about his experience of finishing university 

in the early 1980s and entering the workforce in a recession. He recalled the conditions imposed on 

him in the early 1980s when he was unemployed and in need of welfare payments, calling it a 

demoralising experience. He then introduced Professor Peter Dwyer. 

Professor Peter Dwyer from The University of York spoke about Welfare Conditionality and 

his research into the subject. The research considered the ethics and efficacy of welfare conditionality 

in a longitudinal qualitative project which contacted participants up to 3 times over three years in 11 

locations in England and Scotland. Participants were social security recipients, the homeless, social 

tenants and others who were “under threat of benefit sanction for non-compliance”. In a system of 

sticks and carrots the sanctions extended, intensified and personalised. New Labour extended and 

intensified the system with little discussion over the approach, but this may be changing. Over time, 

more people and now low paid workers, have been dragged into conditionality if they don’t seek more 

or better paid work. People may lose 4 weeks benefits for being 5 minutes late for a meeting, refusal 

of a job means no benefits for 3 years. This loss of benefits continues until you comply. Individual case 

workers have discretion on sanctions. 

How does it work? – the study found the system to be largely ineffective in getting people into paid 

or more work. Positive sustained movements into work are rare exceptions. Change is rarely linear, it 

is recurrent welfare-work-welfare movements. The most common outcome is status quo.  

What does it do if it is not moving people into work? - Compliance conditions appear to be 

counterproductive. The conditions of compliance get in the way of meaningful job search and others 

just walk away and disengage with the system – particularly marginalised people. The outcomes were 

found to be: 

• Counterproductive compliance 

• Disengagement with the system 

• Increased poverty & destitution 

• Movements into survival crime 

• Exacerbated ill health. Depression, mental health and other conditions get worse 

and people get further away from work. 
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• Sanctions are punitive and ineffective, routinely trigger a range of negative outcomes 

• Mandatory support is generally low quality and too generic 

To sum up, Professor Dwyer said welfare compliance does not work as advocated. He said we should 

just not do it and we should challenge the system to subvert political rhetoric. He said appropriate 

support is the way forward, we do not need this, or any level of sanction and we need to ensure that 

it is recognised people should have rights to welfare. 

Panel on Welfare Conditionality – sanctions support and behaviour change. 
Paul Barclay, Professor Peter Dwyer, Simone Casey, Diana Shaw, David Tennant and Juanita McLaren. 

The Panel felt that welfare conditionality plays well rhetorically for politicians as they are seen to be 

tough on the lower classes and bludgers, appealing to those who think “make a claim, make an effort”. 

Change may be slowly occurring in the UK. They became tougher on the disabled, but it made no 

difference to how many disabled people gained a job, it just made a lot of disabled unemployed people 

sicker. The system has an emphasis on sanctions but not so much on support. 

Simone said support was lacking with Australian job seekers having little or no choice in the job seeking 

activities they undertook. This led to some conflict at street level, such as needing to leave work to 

comply with an interview or risk losing benefits. Job seeker activity has been doubled in the last year. 

It may be working for the dole, volunteering or some other activity. Is increasing the activity burden 

actually leading the unemployed into work? There is a perception that being unemployed is a choice. 

The system is not about good activities. Making someone apply for 20 jobs is a ridiculous level that 

leads to people applying for jobs they will not get and creates junk applications for those advertising 

the jobs. 

Juanita spoke about the effect of sanctions on single mums. In one study, out of 26 women, rural and 

in cities, only one was offered a part-time job. The rest could not be helped by the job service. One 

woman who had a teaching job ( that was starting in three months’ time) was made to apply for jobs 

in order to get the benefit until she started the job. She had to comply because she couldn’t afford to 

miss a payment as this could lead to homelessness. Different case workers told the women different 

things, sometimes study was okay as an activity, but other case workers said it was not. Some women 

in work had to leave work to go to job active meetings as not losing the benefit was more valuable to 

them. Discretion on the part of case workers led to more confusion and uncertainty. 

Diana had twins in 2006 and changing policies have made her more stressed and vulnerable. The worst 

time is the shift from sole parent benefits to Newstart when the household income can be reduced by 

$100 per fortnight overnight when the child turns 8. When on benefits, this transition is difficult and 

extremely stressful. The drop can equate to 14-17% of income when managing a family budget. Job 

providers are not all good. Support is limited by contracts and even if they want to be empathetic the 

contract prevents this from happening. Often study is not accepted so any attempt to create a career 

is cut off.  

Simone stated that beneficial activities were often not considered legitimate activities. For example, 

social activities or volunteering at a school all of which connect someone to their community. Social 

isolation has a huge impact on people.  

David spoke about how Shepparton the home of SPC fruit became a ‘trial’ area for income 

management. Broad parameters relating to disadvantage show that it is worse now than when 

Shepparton was chosen. In 2011 the relative poverty rate was 11% but in 2017 it was 22%. 

Shepparton was not told why they were chosen but then the community had to support 
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those people on income management. The fundamental problem is that managing people’s money 

for them does not help them. Approved places where the card could be used excluded ALDI which is 

where budget minded people shop. They were not approved as their registers didn’t isolate cigarettes 

and alcohol. The card stigmatised people. The assumption is these folks don’t want to work, in fact 

research says most motivated people are starved of opportunities. Apparently, there are lots of jobs 

for single mums in Shepparton but these were night shift jobs in abattoirs leaving the question of 

where they could access overnight childcare as a single parent. Income management has nothing to 

suggest it is working. There is no pattern of positive improvement.  

Peter – Those who advocate the system say that is makes people enable themselves but in fact it is 

about doing it the government’s way or be sanctioned. It is about punishing people and plays well 

politically but doesn’t work on any level. 

Juanita – What would work? She said you undergo blame and question ‘Is it me?”. Maybe a voluntary 

system for activities would work. If you don’t need their help than don’t take it. All mothers in the 

study got jobs but not enough hours. They got the jobs themselves, but job activity got in the way of 

actual work. Providers were harassing their employers for details of the jobs, so they could charge the 

government commission even though they had nothing to do with the women getting the jobs.  

Mandatory drug testing legislation did not make it through the senate, but people need to be aware 

that it is still active legislation. There is no evidence that this will solve addiction problems or get 

people into work. There is a chronic shortage of drug help. There was a crackdown on disability 

benefits, but this was scrapped because all those receiving the benefit were entitled to the benefit. 

The government by their own reckoning realised that something they put in was a waste of money. 

Just saying ‘fit for work’ does not make them ready for work. There is a perception that a considerable 

number of people receiving benefits are not deserving of benefits but that is not the case.  

Some of the questions and comments from the audience included: 
Homeless people may not even know what day or time it is and inadvertently miss an appointment 

and are sanctioned. Being sanctioned doesn’t change the mindset of someone who is homeless. The 

more you tell them to do something the more they will walk away. Engage them, don’t threaten them. 

Actuaries are using the data to inform decisions, but this is not exposed to scrutiny as to how it is 

working on the ground. Victorian state money was used to save a family from becoming homeless due 

to Commonwealth sanctions. 

There is a gendered bias in lone parent policy with more than 80% of recipients being female. Gender 

wasn’t considered an added layer of complexity and yet years out of the workforce wasn’t considered. 

Child support was not taken into account with changing the onus of women to deal with post 

separation domestic violence or get child support. 

Stress levels attached to poor or 100% carer, fatigue, emotional trauma is base level life.  

How do you make truth matter? For example, income management is not working so how do we make 

truth matter? The reality and truth of policies bring into question ethics. The jobs system and the 

welfare system do not understand each other. The government may say “oh, I read your report Peter” 

but you need to convince them of the contents. It is like water dripping on a stone.  

Collective action is needed to counter the welfare system. The is power in story telling as it cuts 

through the political rhetoric.  
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Virginia Eubanks, Associated Professor of Political Science, University of Albany, New 

York State University – Automating Inequality – How high-tech tools profile, police and 

punish the poor 
Virginia spoke via video link from the USA where they have an income management card called the 

EBT card. She said this can track money spent and movements. Eighteen years ago, she was talking to 

Dorothy, a woman on EBT, about the card and Dorothy’s comment to Virginia was “Y’all should all pay 

attention to us because they are coming for you next”. This was in regard to being watched and 

monitored and people may be fine with those in the lowest levels of society to be monitored but 

would they be happy with being watched themselves? Virginia said the lesson is to start from the point 

of view of targets rather than designers of these systems.  

The problem with automation is that the system can get it wrong. Sophie, age 6, received a letter to 

say her Medicaid would be lost as she had not complied. In 2006 Mitch Daniels signed a contract to 

design a system online to replace case managers. One million benefits were lost. A mistake (on either 

side) could lead to loss of benefits. The system would flag an error, not say what it was and place the 

burden of sorting it out on the client. There was digital triage. It is regrettable, but necessary, but not 

appropriate, to use triage with new resources available – otherwise without enough resources it just 

becomes rationing, not triaging. 

There was also an abuse detector but information on people was not received equally. The most 

information was received on those who interacted the most with the system, that tends to be poor 

people or people with difficulties which means the model is shaped on this base. There appears to be 

a problem of confusing parenting while poor with being poor parents. It was seeing harm where no 

harm existed. Rich people who need help pay for it and are therefore not in the system. It becomes 

poverty profiling as more data is collected on poor people and they are investigated more often. Intake 

call screeners make decisions on whether a case should be investigated. Parents are concerned with 

false positives whereas screeners are concerned with false negatives (thinking abuse may exist even 

though there is no evidence so reporting the parents) – both due to missing variables. The tool is 

pointed at the wrong place to prevent bias and is less to do with data and more to do with what a 

good family ‘looks like’, that is, white and rich.  

Panel Discussion – Edward Santow, Ian Law, Virginia Eubanks, Ellen Broad and Dr Simon 

Lonstaff. 
Ed Santow pointed out that computers don’t get ‘hangry’. It was found that the decisions made by 

people differed depending on the time of day with better decisions made when the person wasn’t 

hungry. Computers don’t get hangry but as previously highlighted as they solve some problems they 

create other problems. Robo debt started from the premise that more people paid more than they 

were entitled. The hypothetical savings were banked before it was tested on the most vulnerable 

people. The system was flawed with those who owned nothing being given debt.  

Ian Law summarised the problems he had dealing with the department over his daughter supposed 

debt while she was overseas and unable to deal with it. It was a process designed to break people but 

he persevered and has written a one page guide to help other deal with the system. 

Ellen says that algorithmic systems end up expensive. Systems are designed to save money but when 

they are not done well and tested they end up costing more money than they save. Reviews, 

complaints etc. suck money out of the systems. 

Simon Longstaff says they need to ask, “are you doing this as an end to reduce costs or create 

equality?” Smart versus wise system. Automated systems don’t have mercy or compassion. 
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At worst, 0.5% of recipients may be illegally getting benefits – the rest is often error on the side of the 

government.  

Virginia says a Robo debt system is, at best diversionary, and at worst extortion. 

Ellen comments “Should we be using a system that we cannot unpick?” It was made deliberately 

difficult to interrogate the system, they didn’t want to have to explain it to anyone and yet the 

government is accountable to us. You are talking into a black hole when you question it. 

Simon “Technical mastery with human restraint leads to tyranny”. You need the providence to track 

the system from design to ensure ethics are adhered to. More work is needed for the system to be 

robust.  

The Honourable Paul Fletcher, MP, Member for Bradfield, Minister for Families and 

Social Services. 
Paul Fletcher is only new to this portfolio (August 2018) and was apparently invited to attend the 

morning session but declined. After everyone hearing the misery that his government’s policies have 

caused vulnerable people, he commenced a speech that promoted his government as overseeing 

effective policies and informed us that inequality and poverty are stable in Australia. He quoted 

studies that show inequality as falling not rising and that economic mobility is high due to 27 years of 

uninterrupted growth. He wanted to “dispel popular perception that the benefit of growth is not 

shared. He claimed the social security system was doing it’s intended work as 13.2% relative poverty 

is down from 14.2%. His speech had echoes of “get a job”, just “get a job”. 

This speech went down a treat with several walkouts by attendees. He had clearly not done his 

research as a cursory read of the ACOSS conference Program Overview would have alerted him the 

fact that the rest of the morning had been devoted to highlighting the flaws and ramifications of the 

very system he was boasting about being good and effective. 

Questions from the audience attempted to inform him of problems and Cassandra Goldie also set him 

straight at the end of his session. In addition, she presented him with a “Raise the Rate” t-shirt. 

For those who would like to read for the first time or relive this event, Paul has published it on his 

website: https://www.paulfletcher.com.au/portfolio-speeches/speech-to-the-acoss-national-

conference-2018  

Breakout Session 3 – Rising to the challenge of date- collecting and using data for lasting 

impact in your organisation. 
The three presenters in this session were Brian McLaughlin, Infoxchange, Zoe from Amazon Web 

Services, Serryn from Aurin and Helena from Infoxchange. 

This was an interesting session about linking request for services with actual services. This has the 

ability to map unmet need for services. Zoe said it was important to look after both Government and 

NGOS and emphasised the importance of collaboration to provide better services.  

The main points about data in organisations were: 

• Collecting and storing your data 

• Asking the right questions 

• Collaborating and integrating 

• Communicating, sharing and planning. 

https://www.paulfletcher.com.au/portfolio-speeches/speech-to-the-acoss-national-conference-2018
https://www.paulfletcher.com.au/portfolio-speeches/speech-to-the-acoss-national-conference-2018
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Helena spoke about ASK IZZY Open Data Platform. This is a tool that can provide data on supply and 

demand for services by using anonymous, location-based search data along with service listings. The 

services are categorised, and the platform also contains data from AIHW and the ABS giving a view of 

need and the reasons for seeking support services. Small area data is available. Organisations can input 

their services. The data is restricted both by the number of services that have signed up and the 

number of people who know about the site and use it for searches. The graphs shown in the 

presentation showed a spike in requests in March 2018 but this coincided with a sudden increase in 

popularity of the app due to promotion. Food was shown to be a big issue. You can search by age and 

export to excel. Although the data is anonymous, most people supplying their age is quite normal. 

Requests for services can be overlayed with reported DV rates or SEIFA can be overlayed by family 

violence or any other data they have in the platform. Requests for food could be overlayed by 

community gardens.  

As time goes by, this could be a useful addition to some of WESTIR’s own clients to map unmet need 

in services in a particular area. 

The Honourable Linda Burney MP – used her time to lay out how Labour would respond to 

different issues and policies. She answered questions and although she admitted increasing Newstart 

was not currently one of their policies, she will be working on a review to put it on the agenda. She 

happily accepted a Raise the Rate Tshirt.  

Panel – funding our Future – where will it come from? 
Jenny Wilkinson – Parliamentary Budget Office, John Daley – Grattan Institute, Ben Oquist – The 

Australia Institute, Chris Richardson, Deloitte Access Economics, Emma Dawson, Per Capita 

Some of the main points made in the discussion are outlined below: 

• Mention was made of the Intergenerational report on projected growth which put the 

discussion in context of a growing aged population and decreasing working age population. 

• Budget pressures in the future are not in pension costs but in health costs. Aged care is 

growing and will potentially be a very large liability. 

• More than 49% of people 18-65 on welfare who are renting are under extreme stress 

compared to 14% of people on a pension and renting. Why should another dollar be spent on 

pensions when welfare recipients are much worse off housing wise?  

• Efficiency gains in taxes would be had by decreasing stamp duty and raising a property tax. 

• Quality of debt should be looked at as opposed to having and growing a surplus. There is a 

chance we may repeat mistakes of the past by giving unaffordable tax cuts. 

• We need more revenue but ultimately that is a demographic decision. Defeat of the company 

tax cut was good.  

• If we want a fair and decent society, we need to pay for it and that is with increased revenue. 

• Our children are paying for it now with the efforts in creating a surplus rather than adequately 

funding their current needs. 

• Overall the session was a good debate over what is a good tax or a bad tax and what is good 

expenditure or bad expenditure. The question is how do we choose or prioritises fairness and 

equity? 
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Tuesday 30 October 2018 

Rod Little, Co-Chair, The National Congress of Australia’s First Peoples 
Rod Little invited all to engage with the Congress, an existing voice on ATSI matters. The cuts of the 

Government in 2014 have limited the ability to do research and advocate. A Close the Gap refresh will 

be introduced by December. Investments to date are not making enough difference for those who are 

really in need. We are yet to see results and targets 

We have the solutions, we need the government to listen, genuine partnership is the key. They want 

the government “to work with us not against us” as it is worse now than during the stolen generations. 

Punitive approach of government perpetuates poverty, and especially homelessness. The prison 

population is 27% Indigenous but only 25% in the general population. Australia has had 3 Prime 

Ministers since the launch of the Redfern Statement – difficult to get anything done. 

The Honourable Gladys Berejiklian, MP, Premier of NSW 
Gladys argues that a strong economy is important and said we can address disadvantage by tackling 

the budget and then outlined what they have done for equality and disadvantage.  

She felt that they were making a huge difference in social housing which allows people to get on their 

feet. However, some people need care and support for the whole of their lives. The state was losing 

600 social housing dwellings per year but it is now increasing by 1,600 social housing dwellings. A 

further 3,400 will be funded over the next 4 years. The aim is distribute these across the state (e.g. 

outside big cities). They are still playing catch-up. 

She wanted people to acknowledge what they do well and what they don’t do. Social impact 

investment is a new approach which includes investment from the private sector (gives example of 

Newpin). They are also working on reducing recidivism and homelessness in Indigenous communities 

She became very defensive in question time when she felt someone was criticising her government. 

The Australia of our Dreams – David Ritter, CO Greenpeace and Ann Porcino, Director, 

RPR Consulting 
This was a partially interactive session will people being asked to write down how they wanted 

Australia to look. They said a vision for Australia could not be created if you didn’t talk to people about 

their dreams for the future. 

 A passionate response was given by an Indigenous man who pointed out that problems were few for 

his people pre-invasion. Others had a specific person in mind for Prime Minister. It was pondered how 

a budget would look if it were developed by a single mother.  

Senator Richard Di Natale, Leader of the Australian Greens 
Richard’s speech was very well received as he made numerous points about fairness and equity. He 

was not happy with big private companies maximising their profits and would like to retain the role of 

public entities who are in there not just to maximise profits. He would like to consign the excesses of 

wealth and poverty consigned to history. He wants meaningful jobs, to create a world in which we 

care for people. The number of people at the top have doubled their earnings while there has been a 

17% increase in poverty. If you are poor, you spend 9% of your income on energy while the top spend 

only 0.5% of their income on energy. Poverty charges interest. He says that being poor is expensive – 

comes with financial penalties, e.g. higher bills due to late payment, loss of pay-on-time discounts, 

etc. The economy is set up for those who already have wealth so that they can make more 

money. Donations to political parties are a business transaction where you pay the political 
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party money and they pay you back in policy. Tax and transfers system can address entrenched 

ADVANTAGE and work to redistribute wealth to reduce DISADVANTAGE. The system needs to be 

targeted to create a sustainable future. 

A fair economy doesn’t degrade the environment to benefit the few. Entrenched advantage is hard to 

dislodge. We need to clean up our political system, remove donations and get lobbyists out. He 

outlined some points to achieve this: 

• Create a super profits tax. Currently tax is set in their favour, but the public should get 

advantages and share in the super profits of mining companies with a 40% Green Tax 

• No handouts should be given to companies such as health fund and others 

• Closing tax loopholes 

• We need to back a carbon price 

• Reverse the recent tax cuts to business 

Wealth does not trickle down, it rushes up, we should make millionaires pay tax. We know the 

problem and how to fix it – lift Newstart. Richard was then presented with his Raise The Rate t-shirt 

and put it on over his shirt. 

Ending Poverty in Australia – James Twomey, CEO, Mission Australia, Professor Peter 

Saunders, Research Chair in Social Policy, Social Policy Research Centre. 
James said Mission Australia was committed to working with partners including UNSW and ACOSS, 

the result being this Poverty report. The number living in poverty is unacceptable and we need to 

realise these are not numbers but people. 

Peter spoke about the importance of poverty research but said methods and finding gave reason for 

caution. The impact of poverty on people’s lives and individual experiences must be kept in mind when 

looking at the statistics. His research had key findings around child poverty, poverty and disability, and 

state variations in poverty. The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) that Australia 

signed up to will come back to bite us if we don’t do what we said we would do around goals pertaining 

to poverty. SDG includes 2 poverty reduction goals: 

• Eradicate extreme poverty 

• Reduce by at least half the proportion of all men, women and children living in poverty in all 

its dimensions according to the national definition 

There have been developments on the academic side: e.g. a child-centric approach to measure child 

poverty, with children contributing to the measures used.  There was discussion over methods used 

to measure poverty. Australia is moving away from the Henderson poverty line to a line set at 50% of 

median income – the “international poverty line”. This has its limitations – relying on the median can 

produce unexpected results. In 2018, over 3 million people lived below the relative poverty line. There 

has been a very slight (less than 1%) reduction in relative poverty over 15 years, nowhere near the 

change needed to reduce the number by half by 2030. 

Migration, race and racism – Mary Patetsos, Chairperson, FECCA, Shukufa Tahiri, Policy 

Officer, Refugee Concil of Australia, Maker Mayek, Principal Solicitor, Mayek Legal and 

Fadak Alfayadh, Community Lawyer.  
Fadak said the solution to inequality or racism starts with recognition that they exist. We need to 

recognise we have a structural problem and have quotas to gain equity. We need policies to 
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address the problem and ask how boards can have more diversity. Even if we achieve racial equality 

it will not fix the problem alone. 

Maker said we agree that Australia is the most successful multicultural country in the world. Why is 

diversity not reflected in CEOs, politicians, etc? In Parliament 2.7% are non-European, 0.3% indigenous 

and the rest white Anglo Saxon.  

The majority of Australians support cultural diversity, 1 in 2 believe too much was a threat to their 

culture and sense of belonging. To change the picture we need to imagine our diverse program by 

making sure all are represented at the top where decisions are made to change the picture at the top.  

Shukufu spoke about the employment issues of migrants and representation of refugees. How is 

racism felt by those experiencing it? The White Australia policy was removed and Multiculturalism 

brought in. Did this remove inbuilt white Australia policy in structures? Only 5% of people at the top 

are of non-European background. We do need to increase the quota for leadership positions. 

Meritocracy only works on a level playing field. Racism is embedded and entrenched and very hard to 

change unless explicit strategies are in place inhuman resources to consider people in recruiting. 

European background people have increased in proportion to how long they have been here but not 

for Asians and others. 

Mary stated that a woman in power should not close the door behind them once they get to the top. 

However, no-one wants to give away privilege. 

Advocacy and Democracy – Silencing Dissent – At what price? – Dr Andrea Carson, La 

Trobe University, Michel O’Neil, President ACTU, Jonathon Hunyou, CEO, Public Interest 

Advocacy Centre, Glen Klatovsky, Deputy CEO and Campaign Strategist, 350.org 

Australia and Ruby-Rose O’Halloran, Get Up. 
Michelle told everyone there were more than 1 ½ million Australians who are members of a union. 

There are 2.3 million people in Australia relying on the minimum wage. A living wage would be better 

than a minimum wage. ACTU is against forcing people to work without treating them as workers (e.g. 

the various work-for-the-dole programs, the Community Development Program in particular). The 

ACTU is also focused on raising the minimum wage and the Newstart rate. Construction workers make 

up 10% of all workers but 20% of all workplace deaths.  

Glen – A recent survey looking at opportunities for dissent, representation, etc. found that 

organisations often faced financial penalties for speaking out against government policies. Glen said 

350.org. sees increasing attempts to restrict organisations that speak out. They have been threatened 

with being deregistered as a charity. As a result, they founded the Hands Off Our Charities alliance. 

Civil society is under attack. Environmentalists around the world seem to be the first targeted. Being 

tied up in onerous auditing and reporting processes leads to organisation being unable to commit 

resources to advocacy/speaking out. Charities are going from purpose driven to activity based. 

Ruby Rose said the Government appeared to be taking a “razed earth” approach to GetUp. Get-Up 

grew rapidly over the past decade. It is a progressive organisation which in 2016 stepped into 

campaigning against coalition MPs and other conservative MPs. This meant they became a target of 

the Government. However, they were hard to attack as they are not a charity, receive no government 

funding, and media attacks in fact ended up increasing Get-Up’s donations and membership. Nothing 

the government did/said against them was successful, until they came up with the foreign donations 

bill. This legislation designed to attack civil society but succeeded in uniting a whole range of 

organisations.  
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Jonathon said that government can’t prevent advocacy but can withdraw funding from organisations. 

Also, legally community organisation can’t use commonwealth funding to engage in advocacy. Most 

organisations seek other funding to continue their advocacy work. Resources are put into working out 

what can/can’t be done, and this takes away resources from other activities. Advocacy complements 

frontline services. The government itself is often not sure what advocacy is. So, the legal status of 

advocacy funding is under debate, and open to interpretation. There are inherent contradictions in 

the status quo 

Raise the Roof Raise the Rate 
ACOSS are calling on the government to raise the rate of Newstart, Youth allowance and related 

payments. The following dot points are from the launch of the campaign:  

• 2/3 of people in Australia support an increase to the payment rate 

• Support for reform is broad and includes politicians and public figures from across the 

spectrum, and many organisations 

• Local governments are on side too. There is strong support especially in South Australia 

• Journalists have been seeking out and writing stories about the experience of living on 

Newstart 

• Discussion with Nijole Naujokas (who has written for Guardian series, “living on the 

breadline”) and Duncan Storrer (who asked a question on Q&A and was vilified in the press) 

• Both spoke about exposing themselves to criticism (DS frames it as putting your life at risk – 

he received death threats) for speaking up against unfair system 

• To be poor is to live a dysfunctional life 

• Newstart system broken, with job centres able to dock payments, government chasing non-

existent debt, etc. 

• In trying to silence those who would speak up, it can end up providing them with support and 

a voice – especially when they get together and add their voice to those of others in similar 

circumstances 

Anti-Poverty Network South Australia Choir. 
The choir sang an updated version of the “It’s time” labour campaign song from the 1970s but changed 

to words to reflect the Raise the Rate campaign.  

The conference ended with a wrap up of the two days from Cassandra Goldie. WESTIR found it to be 

an interesting and thought provoking two days and well worth attending. 

Barbara Beard & Dr Olivia Hamilton 


