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Abstract

This paper specifically addresses the behavioural focus of the income
management regime, arguing that through its use of market logic and the
reduction of social and political complexity, the regime is a technology of
neoliberal governmentality. This paper finds that income management,
whether compulsory or voluntary, blanket or Community based, regards
the individual as the site of dysfunction, depoliticising and dehumanising
broader socio-economic-historical factors in the process. Further, the focus
on behavioural change creates the illusion that the market logic of income
management will produce responsible citizens, which in turn obscures the
possibility of redressing poverty and inequality.
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Introduction

Income management is a relatively recent addition to Australia’s social security
system, and is connected with the rise of paternalistic social policies as part

of the neoliberal turn in Australian policy (Altman 2014). In a global context,
income management follows many other Western states captivated by neoliberal
logic. The discourse underpinning neoliberal logic is one of scarce economic
resources where all citizens must accept State austerity and be self-disciplined
in making the right economic choices (Harvey 2000; Gill 2002). Whilst rhetoric
calls upon all sectors of society to do the ‘heavy lifting’, as the former Federal
Treasurer Joe Hockey called it (Griffiths 2014), the burden of austerity falls

on the most vulnerable in society (Engels 2006; Standing 2011; Stanford &
Taylor 2013). Specifically, both Labor and Liberal Australian governments

have aggressively pursued vulnerable groups of society — disproportionately
Indigenous people — through reform of the welfare system, including income
management. The broad aims of the income management regime range from
strengthening participants’ financial capability to motivating people into
employment and education, to promoting socially responsible behaviour,
aiming to reduce the amount of funds available to be spent on alcohol, tobacco,
pornographic material and gambling goods and activities (Mendes et al.

2014). This paper will specifically concern the behavioural focus of the income
management regime.

Most analyses of income management have usefully centred on the lack of
achievement of the set goals of the income management regime (Bray et al.
2014; FaHCSIA 2012; Deloitte 2015). Less has been said about the subjectivity
of responsible behaviour: an explicit goal of the regime. Subjectivities matter as
they represent the kinds of psychologies, worldviews, aspirations, behaviours
and values of the individual, and the processes of power regulating them
(Mansfield 2000; Klein 2014a; 2014b). Income management aims specifically
to alter behaviours such as making people more responsible in managing their
finances, refraining from buying certain goods and services, and reducing
dependence on welfare. Yet evaluations of different income management
programs across Australia have not convincingly demonstrated that the program
has achieved its aims (Bray et al. 2014; FaHCSIA 2012; Cox 2011). So why
has the emphasis on changing behaviour through income management as social
policy continued?

This article considers the way in which subjectivities and the way people

know themselves to be in the world are targeted in the process of constructing
economically self-sufficient and responsible citizens within income management
(Buckmaster 2012). Income management is a tool of neoliberal governmentality;
specifically, it is the way the regime conditions and regulates subjectivities and
behaviour through disincentives while reducing social complexity and relational
poverty to market logic (McMahon 2015; Madra & Adaman 2013). Indeed,
neoliberal logic continues despite a greater push by policy makers for greater
choice and autonomy of people subjected to income management through the
use of voluntary and Community based programs. This is because the market
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logic underpinning the income management regime and how social complexity
is reduced and silenced, are still not addressed within voluntary and Community
based income management.

I will proceed in making this argument in three steps. First, I introduce each

of the different programs under the Australian income management regime,
highlighting the behavioural focus in each. Secondly, I show how the shaping

of subjectivities and behaviour is an integral part of liberal and neoliberal
governmentality. Of particular note is how the logic of the market becomes

the veridiction — the ‘truth’ of what makes the responsible citizen. Thirdly,

I examine how market logic is produced within the income management regime.
I also articulate how social complexity is reduced to market logic, overlooking
complexity and discontinuity between income management logic and the lives
faced by the subjects of income management. Fourthly, whilst Community based
and voluntary income management programs have been amplified as ways in
which subjects of income management can regain some power and control,

I show that these reforms still uphold neoliberal governmentality. I conclude
that there needs to be a breaking down of market logic as truth, and a return to
recognising social and political complexity in social policy making.

Income Management

Income Management was initially introduced in Australia as legislated policy
through the 2007 Northern Territory Emergency Response (NTER) under the
Social Security and Other Legislation Amendment (Welfare Payment Reform)
Act 2007 (Cth). Quarantining Indigenous people’s welfare payments was

one part of a whole raft of racially targeted measures. Fifty per cent of state
payments received by Indigenous people were quarantined through the EFTPOS
‘BasicsCard’. This card could be used to buy ‘essential items’ only at accredited
stores. The card restricted the purchase of alcohol, tobacco, pornography and
gambling, the logic being that such restrictions would promote responsible
economic behaviour (Altman 2007). Whilst the quarantining of welfare payments
was said to be introduced as a measure to protect children, welfare quarantining
was compulsory for all Indigenous people on state assistance, whether they

had children or not (Altman & Johns 2008). From the beginning, income
management had a behavioural element that sought to change the behaviours of
Indigenous people through the restriction and conditionality of state assistance.

With the change of government in 2008 and the renaming of the NTER
program to the ‘Stronger Futures’ legislative package in 2012 — under the
Social Security Legislation Amendment Act 2012 (Cth) (‘SSLA Act’) — New
Income Management (NIM) was introduced across the Northern Territory,
replacing the initial NTER Income Management program (Bielefeld 2012).

The introduction of NIM brought two more streams of income management

to complement compulsory income management — which also continued for
individuals identified by the state and related agencies as long-term welfare
recipients or disengaged youth. The first new stream was ‘Voluntary Income
Management’ (VIM), for people who self-nominated to be part of the program.
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Note that VIM was termed voluntary despite involving an additional payment
as an incentive. The second stream was ‘Vulnerable Income Management’,
which included a variety of small programs of compulsory income management
for ‘vulnerable’ groups such as Child Protection Income. The application of
NIM also broadened from the racially targeted regime restricted to Indigenous
people, to include the non-Indigenous population. Regardless, 90.2 per cent
receiving Income Management in the Northern Territory were Indigenous people
(Bray et al. 2014). The Federal Government commissioned an evaluation of
NIM in the Northern Territory. This evaluation showed there is no guarantee
that compulsory income management encouraged the purchase of items
supporting basic needs; it just prohibited items such as alcohol and tobacco
while increasing people’s reliance on having their income managed. Furthermore,
Bray and colleagues (2014) found that, among other findings, NIM did not
significantly change behaviours of income management subjects (Bray et al.
2014). Specifically, “The evaluation could not find any substantive evidence of
the program achieving significant change relative to its key policy objectives,
including changing peoples’ behaviour’ (Bray et al. 2014: xxi).

Although implementation of the NTER income management regime occurred

in 2007, lawyer Noel Pearson had been writing about income management

well before this. Pearson identified income management as a way to instil
responsibility in individuals in his monograph Our Right to Take Responsibility
(2000) and later, in From Hand Out to Hand Up (2007), published through his
think tank, The Cape York Institute. Pearson (2000) and the Cape York Institute
(2007) proposed contentious welfare reforms purportedly in order to foster
responsibility, including attaching behavioural conditions to welfare payments.
Income management in the Cape York model was introduced in 2008, targeting
only Indigenous people in the populations of four communities: Aurukun, Coen,
Hope Vale, and Mossman Gorge. The Cape York model was more nuanced
than the blanket application across the Northern Territory as part of the

NTER, including the establishment of the Families Responsibilities Commission
(FRC) (Altman & Johns 2008). The FRC is a statutory body constituted by
Indigenous people who are alerted by authorities of individuals exhibiting
problematic behaviour such as low school attendance, tenancy breaches, child
safety issues, and convictions in Magistrates’ Courts. Appearing before the

FRC, such individuals are encouraged to discuss their options concerning the
best course of action required to change their problematic behaviour. In these
‘conferences’, voluntary and compulsory income management can be two such
options presented. The majority of people going on income management have
been placed on the compulsory measure (FaHCSIA 2012). The FRC approach to
behavioural change has been trialled with national and state government funding
in four Indigenous communities in Cape York, far north Queensland. Although
Cape York is used as an exemplar for the program to demonstrate how people
are having their basic needs met, there is limited evidence that the trial actually
achieves this. Specifically, in the 2012 Cape York Welfare Reform Evaluation
conducted by FaHCSIA, the evaluators determined ‘the evidence suggests that
the impact of the local FRC Commissioners is in their listening, guiding and
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supporting role, rather than in the exercising of their punitive powers to order
income management’ (FAHCSIA 2012: 50). Such evidence does not clearly
indicate that income management was even necessary in the trial; the limited
available evidence suggests that improvements derived from therapeutic and
supportive services, and not disciplinary measures. Even still, Pearson’s welfare
reform program featuring income management is currently poised for rollout
in eight Indigenous communities across Australia as part of the ‘(Empowered
Communities’ initiative (Klein 2015).

In 2012 as part of the Better Futures, Local Solutions policy framework the
Federal Government introduced ‘place-based income management’ initiatives.
This regime was trialled in five sites across Australia including Playford (South
Australia), Shepparton (Victoria), Bankstown (New South Wales), Rockhampton
(Queensland), and Logan (Queensland). The place-based income management
trials included three income management measures: voluntary, vulnerable
income management, and child protection income management (Deloitte 2015).
Vulnerable income management applied to welfare recipients in vulnerable
situations such as those undergoing financial hardship, homelessness/risk of
being homeless, and covered a variety of payment schemes for young people
living out of home. The Child Protection measure was for parents and caregivers
referred to income management by a child protection worker. In the place-based
income management trials, no blanket compulsory measure was used (Mendes et

al. 2014).

Further, income management has also been adopted by mining billionaire
Andrew Forrest and author of the Forrest Review of Indigenous Employment
and Training, commissioned by the Federal Government. The 200
recommendations of the Forrest Review focused on welfare-to-work strategies
and behavioural conditionalities on government assistance (Forrest 2014; Klein et
al. 2014c). Although Forrest has not accepted the program as constituting income
management, he did promote the use of the ‘Healthy Welfare’ Debit Card, which
would quarantine 100 per cent of state payments of all welfare recipients in a bid
to restrict purchases of alcohol, drugs, pornography and gambling. Currently,

an iteration of Forrest’s ‘Healthy Welfare Card’ is poised for trials by the Federal
government in three communities: Ceduna (South Australia), Wyndham and
Kununurra (Western Australia). Called the ‘Cashless Debit Card’, the trials will
involve quarantining of 80 per cent of state assistance to all adults receiving
welfare in the trial sites (DSS 2015).

Income Management behavioural focus

Although structural diversity occurs across the various income management
programs, each program iterates the focus on behavioural change. Income
management links social dysfunction and problematic behaviour with the use
of welfare, and perceives quarantining state assistance as a disincentive that
forces behaviours to change. For example, Malcolm Brough, then Indigenous
Affairs Minister overseeing the NTER, argued to the Australian Parliament
that the purpose of income management was to bring Indigenous families into
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line with ‘normal community standards and parenting behaviours’ (Brough
2007: 2). Noel Pearson (2000: 21) states that past government welfare policy
has created a ‘passive welfare’ dependence as it required no reciprocity from
Indigenous peoples. He maintains that contemporary policy targeting Indigenous
peoples must now champion ‘responsibility and reciprocity’. According to
Pearson, interventions should emphasise the individual taking responsibility for
their life, with less attention given to failure of the state and services to provide
support to Indigenous peoples to live the lives they value. In his welfare reform
blueprint From Hand Out to Hand Up, Pearson argues that what is needed is a
‘Community owned process where dysfunctional behaviour is confronted [which]
will rebuild social norms and Indigenous responsibility. Rebuilt responsibility

is the key to economic and social development, since responsibility will enable
people to convert opportunities into capabilities’ (CYT 2007: 21-22). In addition
to this, place-based income management advocates cite behavioural change

as an aim of the program, which ostensibly ‘encourage[s] socially responsible
behaviour, particularly in the care and education of children’ (Deloitte 2015: 2).
In his review Andrew Forrest also concentrates on changing behaviours through
his recommendation for blanket income management for all those receiving state
assistance. For example, ‘Incentives are needed to motivate people to change
their behaviour and abandon the welfare lifestyle’ (Forrest 2014: 130). Further,
the Department of Social Services (2015) claims that the ‘Cashless Debit Card
Trial” promotes socially responsible behaviour, and lists behavioural change as an
explicit aim of the trial (Department of Social Services 2015).

Changing behaviour, changing subjectivities

Most analyses of income management have usefully centred on examining the
achievement of the set goals promoting socially responsible behaviour (Bray
et al. 2014; Deloitte 2015; FaCHSIA 2012). Far less has been said about the
subjectivities aimed at through such goals. Subjectivity as epitomised by an
autonomous, self-sufficient individual is neither a mistake of design, nor is it
a natural state of human cognition and agency (Hook 2004); subjectivities
constitute highly political terrain (Mills 2015; Howell 2011; Klein 2016).

It has been well-documented that in Western liberal societies the kinds of
subjectivities celebrated and normalised are those of autonomous, responsible
individuals (Rose 1999; Hook 2004; Altman 2014). Foucault (1994) has traced
how the political project of liberalism has not merely concerned the protection of
individual liberty and private property, but has also sought to develop subjectivities
with the attributes of individual self-regulation and responsibility (Hindess 2001; Li
2007). It is the latter point that is particularly illuminating — that liberalism is not
simply the defence of liberty, but the governance of liberty (Burchell 1991; Hindess
2001; Li 2007). Specifically, Foucault (1994: 73-74) sees liberalism

not as a theory, or an ideology and even less, certainly, as a way

for ‘society’ to represent itself ... but, rather, as a practice, which
is to say, as a ‘way of doing things’ orientated toward objectives

and regulating itself by means of a sustained reflection.
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Different from the pre-Enlightenment period in which regulation was the purview
of the sovereign power such as the monarchy, liberal government is perceived

to be generally reliant upon soft power to govern its subjects. Some scholars
contend that Liberal governments seldom dominate others; instead they enhance
their subject’s capacity for self-regulation in correspondence with their notion of
the good (see for example, Li 2007). The power of soft governance is in the art
of encouraging the ‘right’ choices whilst maintaining the idea of the ‘free self’
(Rose 1999; 1992). Regulation of individual behaviour is thereby regarded as a
central part of modern liberal society (Foucault 1994; Burchell 1991). Further,
psychology and, more recently, behavioural economics have been important
technologies for the practice of liberal — and now neoliberal — governmentality
(Akbulut et al. 2015).

Psychology as a discipline has expanded rapidly since the Enlightenment period
as a way for governments to regulate their populations (Rose 1999; Howell
2011). The use of psychological knowledge can be traced to the mid-nineteenth
century, when national governments of Europe and North America, still reeling
from the expectations of Enlightenment revolutions, sought means of establishing
a sense of national security, productivity and happiness for their citizens (Hook
2004). These post-monarchical governments also desired that citizens experience
the free will and choice promised by the liberal democratic project while ensuring
that their citizens supported the new forms of sovereign control in a responsible
and self-sufficient manner. It was precisely through psychological expertise

and the creation of norms of cognition and behaviour that the governance of
individual citizens was made possible (Rose 1999). In assuming the mantle of
technical and scientific authority, psychological expertise has sought to establish
itself as an ethical and rational research discipline (Rose 1992). However, its
genealogy indicates that since its inception psychological expertise has primarily
functioned as a tool of the state intended to produce and control the subjectivities
of the population — especially those subjectivities failing to conform to state edict
(Rose 1992).

Psychology — particularly social psychology — has persisted in its ostensible
authority and relevance, with research recently being integrated in what is

referred to as ‘behavioural economics’. Behavioural economics has been haled as

a revolutionary development in the field of economics, using social psychological
research to challenge the tired neoclassical description of individual behaviour as
rational, self-interested, utility maximising, coherent and stable (Kahneman 2003).
Behavioural economics replaces the rational model with individuals who maintain
non-standard preferences, beliefs and decision-making processes (DellaVigna
2009). For example, DellaVigna (2009) argues that unlike neo-classical economics,
by which preferences and decision-making are temporally and spatially consistent,
behavioural economics recognises that individual preferences change depending
on the beliefs of individuals, the time and the context in which they are situated.
Behavioural economics has burgeoned with the increased focus of neoliberal

governments seeking to predict and mould human behaviour towards economic
efficiency (Standing 2014; WDR 2014; Klein 2016)."
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Neoliberal governmentality and the behaviouralisation of policy

The emergence and growth of neoliberalism in recent decades has furthered
liberalism’s agenda of constructing the spheres of the market, civil society, and
the individual in economic terms. Although the concept of neoliberalism is
defined and used in various ways (Ferguson 2010), this discussion considers
neoliberalism as a process of determining the conditions by which individuals
are able to conduct themselves freely in relation to economic efficiency and
effectiveness (Barry et al. 1996; Burchell 1991; Hamann 2009). Gershon (2011)
explains that the logical extension of this concept results in the individual being
defined exclusively as a business. Specifically, the self is ‘produced through an
engagement with a market, that is, neoliberal markets require participants to be
reflective managers of their abilities and alliances’ (Gershon 2011: 539). Within
neoliberal governmentality, the market becomes a site of verification for the state
and the individual. The state enforces and regulates market logic, whereby social
truths are reduced to that of market truths (McMahon 2015). The individual
and her subjectivity are expected to operate in accordance with market logic,

by which responsible behaviour is defined not just as self-regulation, but also as
economically efficient and effective action.

The neoliberal state ostensibly regulates for the market, thereby rendering it
‘invisible’ (Cahill 2014; Standing 2011; Harvey 2005). However, neoliberal
governmentality involves an extremely high level of paternalism that is typically
— deliberately — overlooked (Cahill 2014). Contrary to ideal theoretical models of
neoliberalism, which call for limited state intervention in a market-based society,
existing neoliberalism involves mass regulation by the state. Significant to this
discussion regarding such neo-paternalism is how neoliberal thinking attributes
poverty and the need for social and financial support as the fault of individuals
who have failed to make effective and efficient choices. Individual behaviour and
decision making becomes the focus, specifically the perceived ability of citizens to
be economically self-sufficient and responsible for themselves, their families, and
their communities (Rose 1999; Buckmaster et al. 2012). The state suppresses and
omits social, economic and political complexity, and narrowly defines society as
a market environment comprising free individuals. By doing so, the state justifies
its adoption of a surveillance and disciplinary role in relation to individuals or
groups it regards as unable to be self-sufficient or effective in their agency.

Behavioural economics has been instrumental in the rise of neo-paternalism.
Richard Thaler and Cass Sunstein — credited as the fathers of behavioural
economics — have been busy developing the rationale in order to shoehorn
neo-paternalism into neoliberal ideas of non-state intervention. They contend
that their ‘libertarian paternalism’ is not an oxymoron worthy of Orwell, but
rather a conceptual marvel supporting the freedom of choice:

[W]e argue for self-conscious efforts by institutions in the private

sector and also by government, to steer people’s choices in

directions that will improve their lives
(Thaler & Sunstein 2009: 5-6, cited in Bielefeld 2014: 293).
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Thaler and Sunstein (2009) advocate for governments to intervene in social
functions where there is a belief that the intervention would correlate with
what the rational individual would desire. Augmenting and shaping what

is perceived by the state and related actors as individual dysfunction is
justified, seemingly at any cost. As Bielefeld (2014) has observed, this is highly
problematic for Indigenous Australians who have endured paternalism since
colonialism. Moreover, paternalism is further worrying as neoliberal logic
increasingly becomes the site of veridiction for governments to continue their
neo-assimilationist and neo-colonial regimes (Strakosch 2015; Hage 2016).

Social policy in Australia is an important example of the proliferation of
neo-paternalism, specifically since the introduction of income management
purportedly as a means of re-engineering social norms of what is claimed to

be dysfunctional agency (Bielefeld 2012; Lawrence 2005). Surveillance plays a
substantial role in this neo-paternalism,* whereby the mechanistic instruments of
modern technology are used to monitor the ‘minutia of life for people attempting
to survive on welfare’ (Dee 2013: 275), such as through the collection of ‘large
volumes of data on [each] BasicsCard user’s approved (and declined) purchasing
decisions, complete with dates, amounts, times and locations’ (Dee 2013: 272).
Further, as many people on income management are Indigenous, this has a
particularly neo-colonial emphasis in which settler state norms are forced on
Indigenous populations (Altman 2014). Such state neo-paternalism supports the
enforcement and normalisation of distorted market logic — that of ‘libertarian
paternalism’ — in the lives and subjectivities of those subjected to income
management — ultimately functioning as a form of neo-colonial assimilation.

Neoliberal governmentality contains two inherent assumptions. First, that market
logic is the central tenet around which behaviour should be organised. Secondly,
neoliberal governmentality also assumes that the market is the site of social truth
and that we can understand the world by ascertaining what the market tells

us. Such depoliticisation of social complexity limits the political debate, where

a consensus is normalised and neoliberal governmentality does not become

part of public scrutiny (McMahon 2015). These two assumptions of neoliberal
governmentality are reflected in the income management regime. Firstly through
how market logic uses disincentives to create behavioural change, and secondly
how social crises and complexity is understood as individual failure.

Income Management and Market Logic

By targeting behaviour and subjectivities, the income management regime
purportedly seeks to instil in people behaviour corresponding to market logic.
There is explicit market logic to the behavioural focus of income management.
Either voluntary or compulsory, Community based or in blanket application,
income management aims to alter behaviour — and subjectivities — using
economic disincentives. As Andrew Forrest (2014) states in the chapter Breaking
the Welfare Cycle in the Forrest Review, ‘for most people a quick, small ‘hit

to the wallet’ can be the most effective incentive to change behaviour’ (133).
Restricting what an individual can buy and where they can spend their funds is
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textbook behavioural economic policy (Saint-Paul 2011). Income management,
in the name of liberal choice, actually restricts choices for ‘people’s own good’,
using the logic of markets disincentives — to condition and regulate how
individuals behave. Further, those targeted for such treatment are judged on their
apparent failure to be good economic citizens by the very account that they are
in need of state assistance. By default, it is assumed that poverty or hardship is

a matter of behaviour, and that by getting the economic incentive/disincentive
structure right, these people’s behaviour will improve to a level consistent with
—and acceptable to — the rest of the population. To cite Buckmaster (2011), ‘a
central theme of government policy in this area has been the need to support or
induce the adoption of more responsible behaviours in particular communities
by, for example, placing conditions on eligibility for welfare payments or on how
welfare payments may be spent’. Such logic is paternalistic as it assumes that the
state, through use of market logic, knows better than the people themselves.

Income Management and the depoliticisation of the social

The market logic of income management overlooks the inherent complexity in
social life, omitting critical processes of power in its behavioural change regime.
In the income management regime, socio-economic and post-colonial crises

are reconfigured and rearticulated as a crisis of the individual. There are three
areas that need attention, showing how market logic reduces social complexity,
depoliticising the whole income management regime.

First, the theory of change underpinning income management assumes that
because social truths are reconfigured as economic truths, the regime can change
behaviours. Within NTER/NIM, place-based income management programs, the
trial of the Healthy Welfare Card, and the Cape York Welfare Reform Program,
the following behaviours were targeted:

s Spending welfare on alcohol, drugs, pornography and gambling.
= Not sending school-aged children to school.

m  Dependency on welfare and limited retention of ‘real’
employment.

This theory of change assumes that people on welfare are guilty or at high risk
of exhibiting such behaviours. It also assumes the excludion of those on welfare
—such as the NTER, place-based income management programs, and the trial of
the Healthy Welfare Card — conveniently separates those who do not have such
behaviours or are less likely to exhibit them, solely on the basis that they are not
on welfare (Altman & Johns 2008). Further, the disincentive structure has been
found to be porous. As discussed above, Bray and colleagues (2014) determined
that restrictions of the BasicsCard did not prevent people from purchasing or
trading barred goods through social networks external to the formally recognised
market. This could suggest that irresponsible or criminal activities are not
behavioural, but due to poverty and socio-economic crises (Wacquant 2009), or
as resistance symptomatic of the settler state’s neo-colonial continuation (Anghie
2004; Anthony 2013).

512 Australian Journal of Social Issues Vol.51 No.4, 2016




Related to this, such a theory of change also assumes that each of these
behaviours — isolated because it is regarded as problematic in income
management discourse — is highly contentious. For example, the dependency
discourse does not account for relational poverty (Mosse 2010; Bernstein

1992). Relational poverty is a persistent ‘consequence of historically developed
economic and political relations, as opposed to ‘residual’ approaches which
might regard poverty as the result of being marginal to these same relations’
(Mosse 2010: 1157). Viewing dependency as a behavioural deficiency also cannot
account for how and why, particularly in remote communities, employment
opportunities are severely limited or nonexistent (Altman 2015), and largely

a failure of late capitalism’s promise of full and secure employment (Ferguson
2015). Moreover, sanctioning people for situations outside their control raises
serious ethical questions, particularly considering that income management is a
pillar of current Australian Indigenous policy. Even when there are mainstream
employment opportunities available, such opportunities are not always suitable.
For example, it is not reasonable to expect that Indigenous people contesting
mining on their country will take up mining employment opportunities.

Further, behavioural conditionalities that children must attend school neglect

to consider the failure of suitable educational and learning environments for
Indigenous children provided by schools and the state (Kral 2008; 2012). In some
situations, a parent not sending their children to school is a matter of caring for
their wellbeing in not exposing them to discriminatory learning environments.
Moreover, through problematising behaviour, income management forecloses
analysis that includes agency as resistance and subversion to neoliberal economic
development policies. To illustrate, some Indigenous peoples are resisting harsh
welfare-to-work strategies (Rothwell 2015); the breach rates of the Australian
government’s employment programs is an example of this (Altman 2016). Others
have upheld customary economies to support productive livelihoods not solely
reliant on Australian market capitalism (Altman 2010). The analysis of effective
choices and decision making for economic ends as promoted through income
management does not capture agency as resistance as a field of enquiry, but
actively silences it.

Thirdly, income management’s reduction of social truths to economic truths
largely renders the state invisible. When the focus is on individuals as in need

of improvement, but never on the deficiencies of the state, processes of power —
including neo-colonialism and neo-assimilation, its goals, ideology and implicit
relations of power — are reduced as tergets of criticism. Relevant to the perceived
invisibility of the Australian state regarding income managements is Tania Li’s
Will to Improve, which examines contemporary development interventions in
Indonesia. Li argues that

They [development officials and policy makers] pay very

little attention to the power relations implicit in their own
self-positioning. The will to empower others hinges upon
positioning oneself as an expert with the power to diagnose and
correct a deficit of power in someone else (Li 2007: 275).
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There is similarity between how development officials and Australian policy
makers become invisible in their interventions. This is because economic logic
presents the state as the caretaker of its populations. Yet the state plays a political
role in using power to regulate and colonise people: processes insulated by the
market logic of neoliberalism (Strakosch 2015; McMahon 2015). For example,
when income management was introduced as part of the 2007 NTER, the Racial
Discrimination Act was suspended to allow for the policies to racially target
Indigenous populations of the Northern Territory (Altman 2007). Such clear
neo-colonialism evaded the public and expert criticism it ought to have attracted
primarily because market logic — and the belief within this logic that Indigenous
agency is dysfunctional — concealed the continuity between past and current
neo-paternal policy.

There are severe holes in the logic of income management because behavioural
focus obscures social complexity and relational poverty. Evaluations will
continue to find that governments’ use of such a regime will fail to meet defined
goals. Instead of addressing the fixation of market logic and the evasion of
complex, crucial social, political, and environmental factors, new proposals of
income management have refocused the regime on community based income
management or the expansion of voluntary income management. As these
proposals do not disengage from market logic, nor do they seek to incorporate
social complexity, voluntary income management and community based income
management should be considered not as improvements, but as insincere means
of upholding neoliberal governmentality.

Increasing ‘choice’ and 'flexibility’ under income management

In recent proposals of income management, there seems to have been an intention
to create ‘choice’ and ‘flexibility’ (Bielefeld 2013) through the further expansion
of voluntary income management and Community based programs. Both give

the impression there is an element of freedom and power for those subjected

in the process. However, it is my argument that given the logic underpinning
income management, ‘choice’ granted through voluntary income management
and community development will not only always be limited, but affirms and
reproduces neoliberal governmentality.

This is because neither market logic nor the reduction of social truths as market
truths are challenged. Instead, behavioural reform towards economic self-reliance
continues to be central to the logic of income management in voluntary income
management and Community based income management.

Voluntary Income Management (VIM)

As scholars have acknowledged, policy makers appear to have been less troubled
or have at least have paid less attention to VIM than to NTER (Billings 2010;
2011; Cox & Priest 2012; Mendes et al. 2014; 2013). The voluntary element
infers some sort of choice and control on behalf of the person, who becomes

not a subject of income management, but a participant. VIM has been applied

in the Northern Territory NIM, Cape York FRC, and the Place-based income
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management regimes. Even still, VIM is a measure applied less than other
income management measures such as the compulsory measure. For example,
regarding NIM, only 20.1 per cent of all those being income-managed were

on VIM in 2013. Similarly, regarding Cape York FRC, seven per cent of all the
people income-managed between July 2008 and December 2011 were on NIM.
Regarding Place-based income management, between 21 and 23 per cent over
the period of 2012-15 were on VIM. While it appears that VIM is more inclusive
than compulsory forms of income management and allows some level of power
to benefit recipients, VIM nonetheless tries to reform subjectivities to behave
according to the limited logic of neoliberalism. VIM also collapses social and
political complexity to that of economic logic.

The first point to make in regard to VIM is that market logic persists where

the choice to go on VIM is what McMahon (20135) calls ‘the constrained,
power-filled zone of ‘rational’ participation in the neoliberal finance economy’
(154). Similarly, Gershon (2011) refers to this apparent choice under neoliberal
governmentality as the ‘pre-structured terrain’ (520), where ‘people’s choices

are between limited possibilities, with the structural reasons for the limitations
systematically over-looked’ (Gershon 2011: 540). Indeed, there is only one choice
in VIM: to be part of the responsible citizenry means the individual has to submit
to the logic of a self-maximising individual — one who makes correct decisions

to better their economic efficiency. In income management there is no other
choice as to what a responsible citizen can mean, no room for understanding
‘dysfunction’ and ‘dependency’ as anything other than behavioural, no possibility
of understanding the persistence of poverty as being relational poverty.

Furthermore, people are encouraged to make the ‘right choice’ to volunteer for
VIM (Gibson 2010; Bielefeld 2014). For example, in the Northern Territory
NIM evaluation, Bray and colleagues (2014) and Deloitte (2015) found that
people were incentivised to go on VIM - their payments were higher than
those on compulsory income management.’ Bray and colleagues (2014) also
determined that 80 per cent of people on NIM had already been on income
management from the NTER, and so these people were already embedded
within the government’s structure of income support. Additionally, one of the
major reasons why people wanted to stay on VIM was because the BasicsCard
gave a zero cost option to banking, providing no charges for checking bank
balances and withdrawals, and free replacement cards if the BasicsCard was
lost (Bray et al. 2014). These findings hardly tell a story of empowered reasons
as to why people adopt VIM (Bielefeld 2014). Individual choice and control
appear to be an inappropriate framing for VIM, despite government discourse.
Foucault’s understanding of agency is relevant here. According to Foucault,
agency is never free will, but always situated within broader relations of power
(Foucault 1982; Butler 1997). It is probable that people chose VIM because of a
recognition of its immeidate financial benefits rather than because it was a fully
informed, empowered choice. In the alternative circumstance of an individual
declining VIM, government discourse is largely silent — did refusal lead to a
compulsory measure?
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Secondly, voluntary income management reduces the complexity of social and
all other non-market factors to economic veridiction. Bray and colleagues (2014)
found that people on VIM in NIM generally reported a higher rate of satisfaction
about being on the income management program than those on compulsory
income management. Further, the evaluation found that VIM participants may
have been slightly more successful in reducing their alcohol intake and felt they
could handle their finances marginally better (Bray et al. 2014). Yet whilst these
numbers may seem supportive of VIM, 80 per cent those on VIM expressed
their desire to stay on VIM, raising concerns with how sustainable and intrinsic
these behavioural changes are. Both the increased probability of dependency

on VIM and the achievement of long-term behavioural change for those on

VIM were also reflected in the place-based evaluation, where ‘there were some
concerns raised that the positive impacts of PBIM may not be sustained beyond
participation in the program’ (Delloite 2015: 65).

There is of course a possibility that individuals who are choosing income
management are doing so in an enlightened way, through an understanding of
the processes of power underpinning the program, as outlined above. In this
regard I follow Paulo Freire in his theory of conscientisation, a process of critical
consciousness that makes it possible for a person to become aware of their social
field, thus rendering it possible to act against oppression (Freire 1970). Policy
that engages with people in order to understand the structural environment of
their poverty, as well as to develop means of materially supporting people to
make life choices they valued would constitute a model conducive to choice. VIM
falls severely short of this, continuing neoliberal governmentality by reducing
subjectivities to market logic and collapsing social and political complexity to
market veridiction.

Community Based Income Management

Also received more favourably by policy makers and some academics is the

idea of community based income management. Community based income
management has been rolled out under claims that ‘communities’ ‘invite’ or
‘approve’ the Income Management regime into their locality. Community based
income management is underway for trials of the Healthy Welfare Card in
Ceduna, Wyndham, and Kununurra, and has been the model of implementation
for the Cape York Welfare Reform. In a media release the day he introduced
legislation into the House of Representatives to authorise the trials of the
Centrelink Cashless Debit Card, Alan Tudge stated ‘Government has been
working closely with communities on the ground co-designing the parameters of
the trial .... When community leaders stand up and call for reform to better their
community, governments should listen and that is exactly what we are doing’

(Tudge 2015:1).

Community based income management reduces social complexity when
‘community’ is imagined as a homogeneous entity within such discourse. Yet
‘community’ is a contested term. Hierarchy and relations of power operate across
social and spatial locations, and therefore some people have a greater say than

516 Australian Journal of Social Issues Vol.51 No.4, 2016




others. Regarding income management, it is rarely those subject to the program
who are invited into the consultation and negotiations of the place-based trial. It
is therefore not clear how representative the support for the Income Management
regime in communities is. Consultation that comprises limited framing and scope,
engaging with a select few individuals and organisations, with the assumption
that they speak on behalf of the wider population, is problematic (Bryson &
Mowbray 1981).

There is precedent for the ambiguous, non-representative use of the terms
‘community’ and ‘engagement’ in the income management regime. Review of
the literature on some of the previous methods employed by the organisations
underpinning the Cape York Reform model and the FRC indicates contention
around the community engagement and consultation of the program

(Billings 2010; Martin 2008). For example, in his essay Whose right to take
responsibility?, Martin (2008), an employee of Cape York Partnerships, observes
that the community engagement phase undertaken before the Cape York Welfare
Reform Trial proposed to the Queensland Government in 2007 was intended

to persuade local people of the merit of preconceived policies and principles
rather than to inform the polices themselves and allow deliberation and agency
within such discussions. Such an instance of sales talk disguised as consultation
has significant implications regarding the extent to which Community based
income management is representative. While it gives the impression that
Community based income management regimes are an improvement because
they accommodate community concerns and engagement, attention needs to be
paid to who is included and who is excluded in the process, and to the degree to
which policy responds to diverse community concerns.

One area where Community based income management has received favourable
attention regards increased funding availability for services that support subjects
of income management. Specifically, in the trial sites of Ceduna, Kununurra and
Wyndham, the Federal government has pledged to include extra funding for
‘drug and alcohol services, additional capacity for existing mental health services,
enhancing existing financial management services and extra funding for family
violence services’ (DSS 2015: 1). However, the increase in these services is not
exclusive to income management. The question needs to be asked as to whether
the income management regime is needed at all if these services were properly
funded and supported by measures capable of interrupting relational poverty,
precarity, and vulnerability.

Moreover, Community based income management is still income management; it
continues to rest on the assumptions of market logic, problematic individuals and
the need for behavioural change. By definition, it deems some forms of individual
agency problematic, and other forms acceptable or desirable. Therefore, the
inference of choice and control negotiated through community consultation is
contentious because from the beginning some choices, values, and behaviours

of people are not part of the range of choices acceptable or normalised. Further,
when the state has every intention of implementing income management,
consultation will be comprised of the ‘rational’ actors, those who see the logic in
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the income management regime. Certain groups resisting the income management
regime are easily be discarded or silenced in the consultation process, portrayed
as irrational or as incapable of understanding the perverse logic of libertarian
paternalism. For example, Stop Income Management in Playford (SIMPla)
published an open letter to the Federal Government calling not only for the
cessation of compulsory income management, but also for an increase in support
services and an increase in welfare payments to a liveable rate (SIMPla 2014).
The letter is supported by over forty organisations, yet their reccommendations to
cease compulsory income management and increase welfare payments were not
included in the final program rollout. The May 2014 Deloitte evaluation baseline
report implicitly criticised local community groups contesting Place-based Income
Management in Shepparton and Bankstown for promoting alleged falsehoods
about the program. However, the report evaded the obvious point: these groups
should have been included in the consultations. Spurious consultation after the
fact with government-selected community leaders cannot transmute the logic of
income management into a competent community supported program.

Conclusion

In this paper I have argued that income management is a technology of neoliberal
governmentality that uses market logic to evade the complexity of non-economic
social and political. Income management, whether compulsory or voluntary,
blanket or Community based, regards the individual as the site of dysfunction,
depoliticising and dehumanising broader socio- economic-historical factors.
Further, the focus on behavioural change creates the illusion that the market
logic of income management will produce responsible citizens, which in turn will
address poverty and inequality.

Clearly such logic does not account for broader processes of power underway

in the global economy and neo-colonial Australia. Economic insecurity and
poverty are relational — it would be wise to remove current policy focus away
from neo-paternalism and redirect it to how this is so, rather than further isolate
vulnerable individuals and groups. One way to begin is to interrupt market logic
as the logic of people and to return social and political complexity to policy
making. Linear economic and psychological models cannot capture the reality
faced by those most vulnerable in Australia.

Acknowledgements: T would like to thank Professor Jon Altman, Dr Shelley
Bielefeld, Sarouche Razi, Associate Professor Philip Mendes, and participants

of the Foucault and Rights workshop with Dr Ben Golder at the Melbourne
University Law School, May 2016, for comments on earlier drafts of this paper.
I would also like to thank the participants of the Income Management workshop
held in Melbourne in July 2015 for stimulating conversations that inspired

this paper. Thank-you also to the two anonymous reviewers for their insightful
comments and edits on an earlier draft of this paper.

518 Australian Journal of Social Issues Vol.51 No.4, 2016




References

Akbulut, B., Adaman, F. & Madra, Y. (2015) ‘The decimation and displacement of
development economics’, Development and Change 46 (4), 733-761.

Altman, Jon. (2007) ‘The Howard Government’s Northern Territory Intervention:
Are Neo-Paternalism and Indigenous Development Compatible?’, Center for
Aboriginal Economic Policy Research Working Paper.

—— (2010) “What future for remote Indigenous Australia?: Economic Hybridity
and the neoliberal turn’, In Culture Crisis: Anthropology and politics in
Aboriginal Australia, edited by Jon Altman and Melinda Hinkson. Sydney:
UNSW Press.

—— (2014) ‘Indigenous policy: Canberra consensus on a neoliberal project
of improvement’, In Australian Public Policy: Progressive Ideas in the
Neo-Liberal Ascendancy, edited by Chris Miller and Lionel Orchard, 117~
134. Policy Press.

—— (2015) “Indigenous policy “reform™’, Arena Magazine no. 134 (02-03),
10-12.

—— (2016) Submission to the Inquiry into the Social Security Amendment
(Community Development Program) Bill 2015. Canberra: Senate Finance and
Public Administration Committee.

Altman, J., & Johns, M. (2008) ‘Indigenous Welfare Reform in the Northern
Territory and Cape York: A Comparative Analysis’, CAEPR Working Paper
44/2008, 1-39.

Anghie, A. (2004) Imperialism, Sovereignty and the making of International Law,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Anthony, T. (2013) Indigenous People, Crime and Punishment, Oxford: Routledge.

Australia, Commonwealth of., (2014) The Forrest Review of Indigenous
Employment and Training, Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet.

Barry, A., Osborne, T. & Rose, N. (1996) Foucault and Political Reason:
Liberalism, Neo-liberalsm and Rationalities of Government, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Bielefeld, S. (2012) ‘Compulsory Income Management and Indigenous Australians:

Delivering Social Justice or Furthering Colonial Domination’, UNSW Law
Journal 35 (2).

—— (2013) ‘Complusory Income Managment under the Stronger Futures Laws
— Providing “Flexibility” or overturning Freedom of Contract?’, Indigenous
Law Bulletin, 8 (5 March/April), 18-21.

—— (2014) ‘Income management and Indigenous peoples: nudged into a Stronger
Future?’, Griffith Law Review, 23 (2), 285-317.

Billings, P. (2010a) “The Family Responsibilities Commission: Facilitating Socially
Responsible Standards of Behaviour in Cape York?’, Indigenous Law Bulletin,
7 (16), 3.

519



Neoliberal subjectivities and the behavioural focus on income management

—— (2010b) ‘Social welfare experiments in Australia: more trials for Aboriginal
families?’, Journal of Social Security Law, 17 (3), 164-195.

——(2011) ‘Income Management in Australia: Protecting the Vulnerable and
Promoting Human Capital Through Welfare Conditionality?’, Journal of
Social Security Law, 18 (4), 167-191.

Bourdieu, P. (1985) “The social space and the genesis of groups’, Theory and
Society, 14 (6), 723-744.

Bray, R., Gray, M., Hand, K. & Katz, I. (2014) Evaluating New Income
Management in the Northern Territory: Final Evaluation Report, Social Policy
Research Center: University of New South Wales.

Bryson, L. & Mowbray, M. (1981) ‘Community: the spray-on solution’, Australian
Journal of Social Issues, 16 (4), 255-267.

Burchell, G., Gordon, C. & Miller, P. (1991) The Foucault Effect: Studies in
Governmentality, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Butler, J. (1997) The psychic life of power: Theories in Subjection, Stanford
University Press.

Cahill, D. (2014) The end of Laissez-Faire?: On the durability of embedded
neoliberalism, Edward Elgar Publishing.

Cox, E. (2011) ‘Evidence-free policy making? The case of income management.’
Journal of Indigenous Policy, 12, 1-98.

Cox, E. & Priest, T. (2012) ‘Addendum: Evidence-free policy making? The case of
income management’, Journal of Indigenous Policy, 12, 1-15.

CYT (2007) From Hand Out to Hand Up: Cape York Welfare Reform Project,
Aurukun, Coen, Hope Vale, Mossman Gorge, Design Recommendations,
Cairns: Cape York Institute.

Dee, M. (2013) “Welfare Surveillance, Income Managment and New Paternalism in
Australia.” Surveillance & Society, 11 (3), 272-286.

DellaVigna, S. (2009) ‘Psychology and Economics: Evidence from the Field.’
Journal of Economic Literature, 47 (2), 315-372, doi: 10.1257/jel.47.2.315.

Deloitte (2014) Place-based Income Management — Baseline evaluation report,
Department of Social Services: Deloitte.

—— (2015) Consolidated Place-based Income Management Evaluation Report
2012-2015, 27th May 20135, edited by Deloitte Access Economics, Sydney,
Department of Social Services, https://www.dss.gov.au (accessed 20 October
2016).

DSS (2015) Cashless Debit Card Trial. In Government of Australia, edited by
Department of Social Services, https://www.dss.gov.au/families-and-children
(accessed 24 December 2015).

Engels, B. (2006) ‘Old Problem, New Label: Reconstructing the Problem of Welfare
Dependency in Australian Social Policy Discourse’, Just Policy, 41, 5-14.

FaHCSIA (2012) ‘Cape York Welfare Reform Evaluation’, Department of Families,
Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs, 1-359.

520 Australian Journal of Social Issues Vol.51 No.4, 2016



https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/11_2015/deloitte_access_economics_consolidated_evaluation_report_201115.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/families-and-children/programmes-services/welfare-conditionality/cashless-debit-card-trial-ceduna

Ferguson, J. (2010) ‘The Uses of Neoliberalism’, Antipode, 41, 166-184, doi:
10.1111/.1467-8330.2009.00721 ..

—— (2015) Give a man a fish: reflections on the new politics of distribution,
Durham and London, Duke University Press.

Forrest, A. (2014) The Forrest Review: creating parity. In Review of indigenous
employment and training, Canberra, Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet.

Foucault, M. (1982) ‘The Subject and Power’, Critical Inquiry, 8 (4), 18.

—— (1994) “The Birth of Biopolitics’. In Michel Foucault Ethics: Subjectivity and
Truth, edited by Paul Rabinow, London, Penguin Books.

Freire, P. (1970) Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Penguin Books.

Gershon, I. (2011) ‘Neoliberal Agency’, Current Anthropology, 52 (4), 537-555.
doi: 10.1086/660866.

Gibson, P. (2010) ‘Business as Usual Under Laor’s “New” Income Management’,
Crikey (online) 20 September (Blind — Klein Neoliberal Subjectivities and
Income Management — Resubmission 2.docx).

Gill, S. (2002) ‘Globalization, Market Civilization and Disciplinary Neoliberalism’.
In The Globalization of Liberalism, edited by Eivind Hovden and Edward
Keene, 123-151, London, Palgrave MacMillan.

Griffiths, E. (2014) ‘Federal budget: Joe Hockey warns of wide-ranging cuts, says
all must do “heavy lifting”’, ABC 1st April 2014, http://www.abc.net.au/news
(accessed 21 May 2016).

Hage, G. (2016) ‘Ftat de siege: A dying domesticating colonialism?’, Americal
ethnologist, 43 (1), 1-12.

Hamann, T. (2009) ‘Neoliberalism, Governmentality, and Ethics’, Foucault Studies,
6, 37-59.

Harvey, D. (2005) A Brief History of Neoliberalism, Oxford, Oxford University
Press.

Hindess, B. (2001) “The liberal government of unfreedom’, Alternatives: Global,
Local, Political, 26 (2), 93-111.

Hook, D. (2004) Critical Psychology, University of Cape Town Press.

Howell, A. (2011) Madness in International Relations: Psychology, Security, and the
Global Governance of Mental Health, Oxford, UK, Routledge.

Kahneman, D. (2003) ‘Maps of bounded rationality: Psychology for behavioural
economics’, American economic review, 93 (5), 1449-1475.

Klein, E. (2014a) ‘Academic Perspectives on the Forrest Review: Creating Parity’,
CAEPR Topical Issue, (2), 1-28.

—— (2014b) ‘Psychological Agency: Evidence from the Urban Fringe of Bamako’,
World Development, 64 (C), 642-653.

—— (2014c¢) “Social Norms, Agency and Associations on The Urban Fringe of
Bamako’, West African Review, 24, http://www.africaknowledgeproject.org
(accessed 20 October 2016).

521


http://www.abc.net.au/news/2014-03-31/joe-hockey-warns-of-wide-ranging-cuts-in-may-budget/5356838
http://www.africaknowledgeproject.org/index.php/war/article/view/1720%20

Neoliberal subjectivities and the behavioural focus on income management

—— (2015) ‘Empowered Communities: review of the empowered communities
design report’, Center for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research, Topical Issue
Paper, 1, 1-9.

—— (2016) Developing Minds: psychology, neoliberalism and power, Abington,
Routledge.

Kral, 1. (2008) ‘Literacy as social practice’. In The Walk to School: An Indigenous
Early Years Literacy Strategy for Northern Territory Public Libraries &
Knowledge Centres, edited by C. Richmond, 20-26, Darwin, Northern
Territory Library.

Lawrence, R. (2005) ‘Governing Warlpiri subjects: Indigenous employment and
training programs in the Central Australian mining industry’, Geographical
Research, 43 (1), 40— 48.

Li, T. (2007) The Will To Improve: Governmentality, Development and the Practice
of Politics, Durham, Duke University Press.

Madra, Y. & Adaman, F. (2013) ‘Neoliberal reason and its forms: De-politicisation
through economisation’, Antipode: A radical Journal of Geography, 46 (3),
691-716.

Mansfield, N. (2000) Subjectivity: Theories of the self from Freud to Haraway,
New York, New York University Press.

Martin, P. (2008) “Whose right to take responsibility?’, Arena Magazine, 95, 37-41.

McMahon, J. (2015) ‘Behavioural economics as neoliberalism: Producing and
governing homo economicus’, Contemporary Political Theory, 14 (2), 137-
158.

Mendes, P., Waugh, J. & Flynn, C. (2013) ‘A community development critique of
compulsory income management in Australia’, Alternativas 20, 23-40.

—— (2014) ‘Income management in Australia: a critical examination of the
evidence.’ International Journal of Social Welfare, 23 (4), 362-372.

Mills, C. (2014) Decolonizing Global Mental Health: The psychiatrization of the
majority world, New York, Routledge.

Mosse, D. (2010) ‘A Relational Approach to Durable Poverty, Inequality
and Power’, Journal of Development Studies, 46 (7), 1156-1178. doi:
10.1080/00220388.2010.487095.

Pearson, N. (2000) Our right to take responsibility, Cairns, Noel Pearson and
Associates Pty Ltd.

—— (2007) ‘Noel Pearson: Choice is not enough’, Australian, 28 April, http://
www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion (accessed 17 June 2014).

Rose, N. (1992) ‘Engineering the Human Soul: Analyzing Psychological Expertise’,
Science in Context, 5 (2), 351-369.

—— (1999) Governing the Soul: The shaping of the Private Self, 2nd Edition,
London, Free Association Books.

Rothwell, N. (2015) ‘Rebellion thwarts remote control’, Weekend Australian,
24-25 January, 14-18, Inquirer.

522 Australian Journal of Social Issues Vol.51 No.4, 2016



http://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/noel-pearson-choice-is-not-enough/story-e6frg6zo-1111113425904
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/noel-pearson-choice-is-not-enough/story-e6frg6zo-1111113425904

Saint-Paul, G. (2011) The Tyranny of Utility: Behavioural Social Science and the
Rise of Paternalism, Princeton, Princeton University Press.

SIMPIa (2014) Stop Income Managment in Playford Open Letter to the Australian
Government, https://antipovertynetworksa.files (accessed 27 December
2015).

Standing, G. (2011) The Precariat: The new dangerous class, London, Bloomsbury.

——(2014) A Precariat Charter: From Denizens to Citizens, London, Bloomsbury
Academic.

Stanford, S. & Taylor, S. (2013) “Welfare Dependence or Enforced Deprivation? A
Critical Examination of White Neoliberal Welfare and Risk’, Australian Social
Work, 66 (4), 476-494, doi: 10.1080/0312407X.2013.832789.

Strakosch, E. (2015) Neoliberal Indigenous Policy: Settler Colonialism and the
‘Post-Welfare’ State, London, Palgrave MacMillan.

Thaler, R. & Sunstein, C. (2009) Nudge: Improving Decisions About Health,
Wealth and Happiness, London, Penguin Books.

Tudge, A. (2015) Centrelink Cashless Debit Card Legislation introduced to
Parliament, https://ministers.dpmc.gov.au/tudge (accessed 23 December
2015).

Wacquant, L. (2009) Punishing the Poor: The Neoliberal Government of Social
Insecurity, Duke University Press.

WDR (2014) World Development Report 2015: Mind, Society, and Behaviour,
Washington DC, World Bank.

Endnotes

! See the 2015 World Bank World Development Report titled ‘Mind Behaviour and Society’.
This report uses behavioural economics in a framework promoting behavioural development
policy making concerning issues of household finance, child development, corruption and
poverty reduction (WDR 2014). Further, the UK government have set up the Behavioural
Insights Team, also known as the Nudge Unit (Standing 2014).

A helpful distinction between ‘old” and ‘new’ or neo-paternalism can be found in Dee (2013)
where neo-paternalism is the commitment to secure behavioural change through conditions
placed on state assistance and support.‘Old’paternalism does not necessarily have an explicit
behavioural change focus.

3 People receive an extra AU$250 every six months on VIM (Gibson 2010).
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