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Unfair Welfare to Unfair Work

by Barry Pullen

Policy Consultant, Good Shepherd Youth and Family Service

Many church and
community-based
welfare agencies are
very critical of the
Federal Government’s
Welfare to Work
measures designed to
encourage a shift from
welfare dependency to
paid work.

They are particularly
concerned at the harm that
might be done to vulnerable
people and families, many of
whom are their clients.

Troubling also is that in
setting up the new system

the Government has

largely ignored its own
McClure Report, including
recommendations which
provide discretionary
packages of income and
welfare service supports for
social security recipients,
particularly vulnerable welfare
clients (Carney, 2006). Mutual
obligation is apparently meant
to work in one direction

only. Also problematic is the
contrast between government
claims that Welfare to Work
will provide extra resources,
and actual figures gleaned
from Senate Estimate
Committee hearings. Laura
Tingle for instance shows

the Government plans on net
budget savings of $211.3M
from disability pensioners and
$81.3M from single mums
from implementing Welfare to
Work (Tingle, 2006).

These problems have led most
welfare agencies to take the
unusual step of refusing to

become contractors for the
government when people are
breached for non-compliance
with the new regulations

and are subjected to 8-week
non-payment penalties.

But what are the positive
steps that should be taken?

To answer this question it is
important to put the situation
in its broader context. While

it is true that Australia is not
alone in following this path
and that the UK, Sweden, The
Netherlands, New Zealand
and the USA are implementing
various similar models
(Considine, 2001), the model
the Australian government has
adopted is at the far end of the
draconian scale of coercion.

For existing welfare
recipients the encouragement
is meagre and the penalties
for non-compliance severe.
Single parents and people on
disability pensions are heavily
targeted. A basic problem for
sole parents and people with
lower level disability is that
Newstart rates are nearly
$57 a fortnight less than
pension rates for a single
person with a child (Carney,
2007). And people can get
short shrift if they complain:
a Good Shepherd client who
tried to point out some of

her problems at a Centrelink
session was informed that she
could leave; if she did leave
this could be counted towards
a breach.

Thus the most vulnerable
unemployed under this
Welfare to Work regime, and
this includes sole parents

and people with low-level
disability, will be forced into
not a ‘good job’ but ‘any

job’. This, together with the
WorkChoices legislation,

has the potential to create

a growing pool of workers
forced to accept low pay and
conditions. The new measures
have caused some observers
to place Australia along with
the USA and Japan as one

of the most authoritarian
and coercive OECD nations
with respect to treatment of
low-wage workers and the
unemployed (Dean, 2006).

It could be said that Australia
has come to a fork in the
road on employment and
social security policy.

With WorkChoices and the
current model of Welfare to
Work we have started on a
path to treating people as
commodities rather than
individuals and families.

In doing so, we are turning
our back on the concept of
the right to a "living wage’
based on principles originally
established in the historic
Harvester Case in 1907,

and used in the Henderson
Poverty Inquiry to assist in
establishing a poverty line
below which no citizen should
have to exist in a prosperous
nation.

It is not too late to turn

away from this course, but
deliberate choices must be
made. Other OECD countries
have introduced policies

and processes aimed at
maintaining egalitarian and
inclusive societies without
ignoring the importance of
labour markets.

Continued on page 4 >
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Corporate Social Responsibility
- The public policy challenges of changing roles*

The rise of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) has far-
reaching consequences for
the community sector. It is
part of a wider discourse that
commenced in the latter years
of the twentieth century about
who should be responsible for
social provision.

Changing the role of government
inevitably produces major shifts in the
roles of the corporate and community
sectors. The community sector was
jolted by the rapid move to government
outsourcing, competitive tendering and
the privatising of social provision in the
1990s. There is now a new challenge
to look beyond government and the
community sector, at the roles mapped
out for business in improving social
wellbeing.

Mark Considine (2004) has identified the
rise of corporate social responsibility

as a feature of social provision through
social networking. Social networking
marks a shift in the way public goods are
distributed and governed and implies an
active role for government in bringing
together partnerships or coalitions
which include corporates, to make social
provision. Both the community sector’s
effectiveness and the entitlements of
citizens can be challenged by these
arrangements.

Types of corporate engagement

King (2000) proposes three paradigms
of corporate citizenship or CSR, each
encapsulating a different role for
business and different relationships with
the community sector.

The economic paradigm encapsulates
a view of corporates in which we

expect them to comply with the letter
and spirit of the law in their corporate
behaviour e.g. non predatory marketing.
The desire of Government, usually
supported by the corporate sector, has
been to reduce regulatory control of
business. Traditionally regulation has
corrected market failure, when people
are not able to participate in the market
or are excluded from the market.
Under ‘light touch’ regulatory regimes

by Marilyn Webster

corporate social responsibility is seen
as an alternative way of addressing the
needs of those who fall through the

net. An example of this is the desire of
the Australian banking sector to avoid
regulatory approaches to exclusion from
financial services.

The philanthropy paradigm
characterises the most traditional
interface between the corporate and
community sectors. For many years
philanthropic assistance has provided
sponsorship and direct gifts to support
the work of community organisations.
Recent Good Shepherd examples
include funding from Tattersalls

for a youth mentoring program and
from South East Water for financial
counselling. These have been backed up
by appropriate volunteer participation
of corporate staff within the programs.
Such arrangements support the work
of community sector organisations and
enhance the reputation and profile of
the corporate.

The strategic engagement paradigm
views corporates as being given the
privilege of a licence to operate by
society and as having an obligation
to respond to social needs in
constituencies beyond their market
based partners. Some of the impetus
for this newer paradigm arises from
constraints on government (including
expenditure], with business invited to
fill the gaps.

This approach closely aligns with the
social networking approach to service
provision described by Considine.

A recent tripartite agreement was
brokered by the Department of Victorian
Communities to expand No Interest
Loans Schemes® across Victoria as part
of the Government's A Fairer Victoria
strategy. A $4.8 million line of credit

is available through Good Shepherd,
courtesy of the National Australia

Bank, while the Victorian Government

is providing $4.2 million over four

years to support associated community
development and infrastructure.

A project reference group comprising the
three partners gives high level direction
and a vehicle for ongoing cooperation.

The Prime Minister’s Partnerships
Awards reflect the intent of the Federal
Government to foster the role of
corporates in this domain. The National
Bank was a recent recipient of one such
award for its work with Good Shepherd
in setting up a Low Interest Loans
Program (StepUP).

Social justice, social provision and CSR
While providing services with corporate
partners is important, Good Shepherd
is known for its social justice advocacy.
This key component of our mission

is challenged by, but also explains,

our engagement with the corporate
sector. Advocacy in this context
becomes a conversation in which new
understandings of need can be forged.
Corporates are often responsive when
the impact of their policies is known
and they can find new ways of doing
things. Sometimes however systemic
advocacy is required to address a wider
problem and it is vital that in receiving
money from corporates we safeguard
the capacity to publicly advocate and
lobby for systemic change. We have
found that our partners acknowledge
the importance of our key goals of
influencing corporate and government
policy frameworks even where it may
directly impinge on their activities.

Understanding each other

The discourse concerning corporate
social responsibility is often conducted
with reference to terms such as ‘social
capital’, ‘capacity building’, ‘cross-
sector collaboration’, ‘partnerships’,
‘community strengthening’,
‘sustainability’ and ‘social advocacy'.
While the community sector is familiar
with these terms | think for corporates
this language can be quite difficult and
even when these concepts are used they
may not imply mutual understanding. It
is useful to think also of another set of
concepts and terms which shadow the
more general terms of the conversation
but which can be just as influential

as motivators for CSR. These are
‘reputational management’, ‘business
sustainability’, 'light touch regulation’,
‘responsible business practice” and
‘business development'.



Weighing risks and benefits

How we understand corporate social
responsibility is very important for all in

the community services sector. We could
have a collision of world views which, if not
identified, could lead to misunderstanding and
disengagement. It is important to be realistic
about what corporate social responsibility can
achieve in addressing issues of general social
need. Gary Johns (2005) of the Institute of
Public Affairs says of CSR “...The dangers of
corporations involving themselves in full blown
CSR are that they may begin to play the role
of governments, either in service provision or
deciding public priorities”.

The IPA supports, among other beliefs, a
“limited and efficient government” (IPA 2007).
That said, Johns does point to the seductive
powers of the corporate social responsibility
discourse and the need to be hard-headed
about CSR and business involvement with the
community sector. CSR cannot be expected

to deliver social justice. If we have a clear
understanding of the different roles, however,
there can be benefits to the community as

a whole and particularly to some groups of
people who are poor or excluded. CSR can
provide at least three major contributions.

Participation in setting the social agenda.
While it is important that government sets

the social agenda, not least because of the
safeguards of democratic process, corporates
also have a role to play in identifying social
need, engaging in the debate and assisting
responses. This response need not necessarily
be solely profit-driven, as evidenced by the
StepUP and NILS® contributions of the National
Australia Bank.

Promoting innovation. While the market itself
may not be good at producing fundamental
innovation to address areas of social need,
corporates can support innovation through
philanthropy, research and development,

and opening the doors to government for

good ideas. Often government is not good

at innovation for the same reasons, but is
receptive to approaches by corporates in
partnership with community sector experience.

Assisting with long lasting service provision.
For a period of time Victoria was known as the
land of the pilot rather than of comprehensive
and sustainable social programming.

The community sector is concerned with
fundamental change and the corporates

are vital to economic and social access.

They provide an opportunity to mainstream
important innovations and reforms through
their commitment to corporate social
responsibility.

There are, however, a myriad of challenges in
CSR for the community sector including:

> safeguarding the centrality of community
sector roles and values while being flexible to
innovation

> maintaining the independence of advocacy

> providing for ethical decision-making and
transparent processes when engaging with
corporates

> engaging respectfully with corporates across
differences in a way that is sustainable and
maintains control where it is needed; and

> meeting the demands on organisational
infrastructure and capacity resulting from
partnerships with corporates.

Fortunately these are issues of approach

and resourcing. None are irresolvable and
corporates themselves can do much to assist
the community sector in working through them.
The possibility is then that the opportunities

of corporate social responsibility will become
realities in enhancing community and social
wellbeing.

* This paper was presented at the Victorian Council of Social
Service Congress 2006
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COMING EVENTS

GOOD SHEPHERD
SPIRIT IN
THE PUB IN
THE WEST

Unfair Welfare
to Unfair Work?

‘Good Policy’ is the
newsletter of the Social
Policy Research Unit of
Good Shepherd Youth and
Family Service. We aim

to bring the latest news
of research and policy
developments in areas

of importance to our
service users, supporters,
colleagues, service
partners, interested
donors and funders. This
is an initiative responding
to the ongoing interest

in the policy voice and
research outcomes of
Good Shepherd Youth and
Family Service. We are
now in our third volume
of ‘Good Policy’. Thank
you to all the contributors,
supporters and readers.
‘Good Policy' is a free
newsletter, which comes
out three times a year,

in March, July and
November.

Please let us know

what you think of our
newsletter and what you
would like to see in future
‘Good Policy’ editions.

All feedback is welcome.
Additional and back
copies are available

on request.
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NEWS: Welfare to Work - the Facts, the Impacts

and How we can Respond

The Social Action Group at St Albans Good Shepherd Youth
and Family Service organised a forum on 15th November
2006 to discuss the effects of the Government’s recent
Welfare to Work changes that came into operation on 1st
July 2006. This was very well attended with a good cross
section of participants.

Barry Pullen, Consultant within the Social Policy Research
Unit, commenced proceedings by highlighting that the Federal
Government has moved away from the idea set up under the
Harvester Agreement (1907) that a job provides a basic wage to
support a family. Rather, the current thinking is about cost-
cutting and moving people from welfare to employment using
a ‘carrot and stick” approach. The aim of the forum was to
consider how these changes to welfare will impact on the most

disadvantaged members of our community, and how we can
respond to ameliorate the most severe effects of the policy.

Barry introduced the three speakers:

> Rivkah Nissim of Victorian Council of Social Services
outlined the Welfare to Work changes and how they would
disadvantage people

> Jess Permezel of the Council of Single Mothers and Their
Children spoke about case studies and specific impacts on
sole parents; and

> Megan Street, a spokesperson from Centrelink, outlined the
new system and administrative measures being put in place.

The speakers then participated as a panel in an extensive

plenary session, which was followed by four workshops.

Points brought up in discussion are included below:

Negative Impacts Solutions/Ways forward

> Insufficient assistance or incentive to support people with
disability getting employment

> People with undiagnosed mental health problems are severely
disadvantaged in the process

> Loss of choice for single parents

> Economic pressure to stay in ‘bad’ relationships

De-skilling

> Loss of confidence

Loss of freedom to choose job pathway

Complexity of the system — how do you calculate ‘am | better off?’

> Restricted eligibility for financial case management, particularly
for those experiencing mental health problems

> The impact on crisis services - overloaded, under-resourced,
tightening of criteria

> ‘Breaching’ customers - the language around this such as
‘failure” and ‘excuse’

v

v
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> ACOSS Case Studies research - use as a resource, to identify
issues, identify impacts, to be transparent

Build strategic alliances

Have social action group locally based

Community education around Welfare to Work

CSMC: to start ‘speaker bank’

Political lobby

Individual responses: be passionate about change, provide

pathways, information to share

> Get people into careers, e.g. apprenticeships

Campaign for more resources for people with disability to enter

employment

> Are UK and US evidence based approaches the best method to
counter the problem? - no Australian based evidence

> JPET was very effective

Need for people to be aware of their individual rights

Strategic links with key people, e.g. Centrelink SW, Job Network
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The social action group is preparing a forum report for circulation to participants and further action is anticipated

(see also ‘Coming Events’ in this edition).

Unfair Welfare to Unfair Work

Continued from page 1
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CALL TO ACTION

Addressing two interacting areas
should be a priority. First, drastically
remodel the Welfare to Work system

to provide adequate support and
incentives for people to make the

move to useful paid employment and
to remove the unjust penalties being
imposed on vulnerable people. Second,
recognise the structural factors
operating in Australia that are leading
to gross work inequalities and increase
investment in and access to education
and training as a lifelong endeavor.
This must include support for the
transitions that people are increasingly
required to make in their employment
and life course.
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Services for Women Exiting Prison:
Exploring the Good Shepherd Model

by Amy Carson, Honours Social Work student, La Trobe University

Over the last decade workers within Good Shepherd Youth
and Family Service (GSY&FS) have been growing increasingly
concerned at the rate of women being incarcerated within
and returning to the Victorian prison system.

GSY&FS has traditionally targeted its support to disadvantaged
women and it is recognised that women who have experienced
incarceration often have multiple, concurrent sites of
disadvantage'.

Good Shepherd Tradition

The Good Shepherd sisters have historically led the way in
working with disadvantaged women with an ethos shaped by
values of human rights and social justice. Fittingly, a Good
Shepherd sister continues to hold a chaplaincy position
within Dame Phyllis Frost Centre, maintaining the traditions
of ‘walking with” people in need and being active in the
community?.

The Context

The number of women being imprisoned in Victoria has
increased over the last decade to double that of 1995°. While
this trend is worth noting, it is also important to view this in
a wider context: the increase in women’s incarceration is not
unique to Australia, but is symptomatic of a general trend
amongst Western countries”.

There was also an increase in the sentence lengths in Victoria
during the period 1995-2005, which appears consistent with
the rise in numbers of women committing more serious
offences. This upward shift in the seriousness and violence

of the crimes women commit warrants further investigation,
especially as it is not paralleled in the male prison population®.

Interestingly, while sentencing practices appear to have
remained stable in Australia, there continues to be significant
disparity between men and women in sentence lengths.
Women continue to receive lesser sentences than men for
similar offences and there is some suggestion that notions of
‘chivalry” and ‘paternalism’ on the part of the sentencers may
impact on sentence lengths®.

Demographics of Women in Prison

While it is acknowledged that there is not a singular
explanation for women’s involvement in criminal behaviour, it
is widely agreed that women in prison generally have similar
backgrounds of socio-economic disadvantage’. Research
shows the female prison population has high rates of mental
illness, and drug use, and that 85 per cent of women in prison
in Australia are survivors of sexual abuse®.

Good Shepherd Youth and Family Service Programs

GSY&FS has a range of services accessed by women who
are incarcerated and/or who have experienced incarceration.
These services are part of an extensive range of pre and
post release services in Victoria which form the Post Prison
Release Network. While women who have experienced
incarceration may access a number of services within
GSY&FS, the main services are listed in the table below.

Themes in Service Provision

A number of common themes are evident within these
Good Shepherd services:

> Women who have experienced incarceration have similar
needs to other women accessing services

> A strength-based approach is used, viewing women within
a positive framework where change is possible; and

> Women are defined by their ‘core being’ rather than fixed
within a ‘criminal’ identity and as such, there is always
hope and opportunity for change.

During a presentation and group discussion with GSY&FS
workers in December 2006, it was widely agreed that assertive
outreach is an important practice method in working with
women who have experienced incarceration. GSY&FS workers
also highlighted the importance of continuity in service
provision pre and post release, which suggests the need to
further explore how this can be effectively achieved.

Services for Women Pre and Post Release Provided by GSY&FS

Site Target Group

St Albans

Women at Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
loutreach on a fortnightly basis)

Services Provided

Financial counselling
Advocacy
Information provision

1 Commonwealth Office of the Status of Women (2003)

‘The Health and Wellbeing of Women in Prison:

issues impacting on health and wellbeing’, Focus of

Women No. 8, Canberra, p. 7

Kovesi, C (2006) Pitch Your Tents on Distant Shores,

Playright Publishing Pty Ltd, Caringbah, p. 356

3 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2004) ‘Crime and
Justice: Women in Prison” in Australian Social
Trends, Canberra

N

4 Willis, K & Rushworth, C (2003) ‘The Female
Criminal: An Overview of Women'’s Drug Use
and Offending Behaviour’, Trends and Issues in
Crime and Criminal Justice, Australian Institute of
Criminology, Canberra, p. 4

5 Gelb, K (2003) Women in Prison: Why is the Rate
of Incarceration Increasing? Proceedings at the
Evaluation in Crime and Justice: Trends and Methods
Conference, Australia, p. 8

6 Ross, S & Forster, K (2000) Female Prisoners: Using
Imprisonment Statistics to Understand the Place of
Women in the Criminal Justice System Proceedings
of the Women in Corrections: Staff and Clients
Conference, Australia, p. 2-3

7 Willis & Rushworth, ibid, p.3

8 Lievore, 2002 cited in Willis & Rushworth, ibid, p.3
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Neighbourhood Renewal in Hastings
Building Cohesive Communities and Reducing Inequalities

by

Leanne Farnsworth (Community Programs Manager, Good Shepherd Youth and Family Service, Hastings),
Sam Hickingbotham (Community Development Worker, Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal Program) and Kathy Landvogt

The community development
tradition of building local
solutions to local problems in
areas that experience high levels
of social disadvantage has found
new form in the Neighbourhood
Renewal Program of the Victorian

Government.

Good Shepherd on the Mornington
Peninsula, in partnership with the
Brotherhood of St Laurence and the
Department of Human Services, has
now joined this initiative to establish
Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal
Program.

Solid foundations

Good Shepherd mission urges us to
work to “ensure communities that
enable all to thrive”, and our strategic
plan gives “priority to being present
within and committed to communities
experiencing disadvantage”, so this is
a welcome opportunity to extend our
work with the Hastings community. Not
only that, but the focus on community
members themselves taking up
leadership in the community renewal
process reflects Good Shepherd’s
commitment to “services and activities
that respect local need, strengthen
local leadership and empower people
to advocate for their own wellbeing and
that of their community”™'.

Good Shepherd Community House

has been located in Hastings Office

of Housing Estate since 1992. The
West Park Consultative Group was
established in 2001 to improve the
image of the estate by upgrading the
physical infrastructure and developing
community building activities. The
community consultative group consists
of local residents and representatives
from the Mornington Peninsula Shire,
Peninsula Community Health Service,
West Park Primary School, Office of
Housing, Neighbourhood Renewal
Program, Wallaroo Child and Family
Centre and Good Shepherd Youth and
Family Service. Neighbourhood Renewal
has now become an important partner,
and with similar objectives, has bought
valuable resources to the group.

The program logic of Neighbourhood
Renewal is also consistent with
important recent research conducted by
Jesuit Social Services?, which found that
when numbers of people and families
who are disadvantaged are concentrated
in the one geographic area then their
individual disadvantage is compounded
by the additional factor of ‘locational
disadvantage’. Correcting this requires a
bundle of specific, multi-faceted, place-
based and participatory interventions

to increase life opportunities over a
considerable period, in addition to
requiring services for each specific
disadvantage (eg education, child
protection, early childhood services).
These intensive local interventions
also build social cohesion, which
provides a vital buffer against the
effects of compounded disadvantage.

In the 2006 update of this research,
Hastings is listed as one of the more
disadvantaged areas.

A Fairer Victoria
The Neighbourhood Renewal Program
is part of the State Government'’s
‘A Fairer Victoria strategy and commits
to tackling tough questions with
sustained resources. Importantly, the
programs are funded for nine years,
although they will still be required to
be picked up elsewhere by agencies
after that. The aim is to bring together
residents, resources, community
groups, local government and business
to identify strategies that address
disadvantage and increase community
cohesion. The six key objectives for the
project are to:
> increase community pride and
participation
> improve employment, learning and
local economic activity
enhance housing and environment
reduce crime and increase safety
boost community health and
wellbeing; and
increase access to services and
improve government responsiveness.
Since 2001, fifteen Neighbourhood
Renewal Projects have been launched
across Victoria and an evaluation
process is currently underway.

\2

A\

\2

\2

In 2005, Hastings was identified as one
of four new sites, along with Delacombe,
East Reservoir, and West Heidelberg.
Good Shepherd was involved in lobbying
for Hastings to be nominated and
supports the program by being on

the steering group, employing the
Community Development worker and
having the Community House actively
involved.

Community consultation

In each Neighbourhood Renewal
location the program is facilitated by

a project team that employs a Place
Manager, a Community Development
worker and an Employment and
Learning Coordinator. The project
team invites residents and other

key stakeholders to take partin a
community reference group that guides
and overseas the process. During a
community consultation phase local
priorities are identified and a local area
action plan is developed.

The Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal
Program is about to conduct a major
community consultation, which will,

no doubt, lead to a raft of new local
initiatives. Already things are being
done differently, with 12 local residents
selected and trained to conduct the
survey. The training itself also provides
encouragement to undertake further
education by being part of an accredited
course. Collaboration with Monash
University's Frankston campus on the
research aspects adds other resources,
and the survey will contribute to a
statewide picture being gathered in
neighbourhood renewal areas.

Early outcomes: diverse, high quality
local spaces

Neighbourhood Renewal’s focus on
partnerships and local consultation is
evident in its achievements to date:

> undertaking estate improvement
with West Park Consultative Group,
Mornington Shire and DHS funding, to
address serious flooding issues and
to create a village square at the estate
entrance with new landscaping and
community art works;

> lobbying for the creation of an
open space pathway for the local



community and an environmental
management plan for the Kings
Creek Reserve, home to sugar gliders,
a species of rare skink and important
native vegetation; and

> investigating the development of
a proposal that will encourage
a range of users of the Hastings
Community Hub.

Where to from here...

While cooperation and partnerships
between local organisations are central
to the program’s success, they add

to its complexity and time demands:
the tripartite management structure
means that even setting up phone
lines becomes complicated. As always,
finding practical ways of meshing
community development approaches
with existing casework services is also
a challenge. Yet these are all important
components for the long-term
sustainability of the renewal process
and the assets of each participant

add value to the overall project. Good
Shepherd’s local knowledge and
goodwill are actively available to the
project workers through the Community
Development worker. DHS provides
project management and of course
funding, while the Brotherhood of

St Laurence brings the training and
education component.

Good Shepherd will continue to work
closely with the local community and
support the Neighbourhood Renewal
Program in activities that benefit the
local community. It is hoped that this
long term investment by the Victorian
Government will create a climate for
sustained cooperation between service
providers, organisations and the
community and build exciting places
were people want to live.

1 Good Shepherd Youth and Family Service Strategic

Plan 2005-2009.

2 Vinson, T (1999) Unequal in Life: the Distribution
of social disadvantage in Victoria and New South
Wales
Vinson, T (2004) Community Adversity and Resil-
ience: the distribution of social disadvantage in
Victoria and NSW and the mediating role of social
cohesion
Vinson, T (2007) Dropping off the edge
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‘Children are our Treasure
as are those who care for them’

Good Shepherd recently sent two delegates, myself and foster-parent Christine
Peterson, to the International Foster Care Organisation conference in Hamilton
New Zealand on Fostering our Taonga: Children are our Treasure as are those
who care for them. The conference was attended by over 500 delegates from

30 countries.
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NEWS: Ronald Henderson Research Foundation

After 10 years of mentoring young economists in social policy and building their knowledge of the
links between social and economic issues, the Henderson program has produced its last report
and congratulated its last round of interns on their projects’ completion. Over the years, it provided
scholarships and fellowships to 13 students and placed 49 interns in 27 community organisations.

An important, but perhaps unintended consequence of the
program has been a greater focus by the participating agencies
on economic matters impinging on welfare outcomes.

Good Shepherd has benefited from having six of those interns:

20017 Rohan Kumar ‘Changes in banking practices’

2002 Colin Ho ‘Changes to Education
Maintenance Allowance’

2002 Chris Schilling ‘Impact of credit card reform on

people with low incomes’

Russell Bond's findings on sustainable financial models for
microcredit will shortly be published as a Good Shepherd
Occasional Paper. The publication of Benjamin Soderlund’s
project, which focussed on modelling taxation impacts on
housing markets, as a joint GS/BSL paper is currently under
discussion.

Good Shepherd is extremely grateful to the Foundation, its
interns and the Henderson family for their contributions to
the pursuit of social justice, not just within our agency, but in
all the organisations and networks where the Foundation has

been active.

Who's Who
in the Social Policy Research Unit

Marilyn Webster, Manager

Barry Pullen Policy Consultant

Kathy Landvogt, Social Policy Researcher
Julie McQueen, Evaluator

2003 Katie McNamara ‘Examination of the private rental
market and affordable rental

housing’

2006 ‘Sustainable economic models for

the provision of microcredit’

Russell Bond

2006 Benjamin Soderlund ‘Income taxation policy and
Australian housing’ (Jointly with

Brotherhood of St Laurence)
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YES' | want to help families on low incomes keep their kids in school

Good Shepherd provides a range of free community services for people living on low incomes. These services include supporting
families who are struggling to keep their kids in school. We need your assistance to continue providing these services and other
programs that build stronger families, stronger communities and a better future for those in need.

My gift:

O $55 O $30 O $1 25 O $250 Cd $ Any amount | choose to give will help improve someone’s life
or I'd like to help families in crisis every month through a regular gift:

[] 1 authorise Good Shepherd to deduct monthly payments of $
My details are listed below.
[J  1would like to support Social Policy Research and Advocacy

[1 Please send me information about remembering Good Shepherd Youth and Family Service in my Will

OMr OMrs [OMs [OMiss

from my credit card starting next month until further notice.

First Name Last Name

Address

P/code

Phone Email

[ —
[0 Cheque/money order or credit card (please tick one)[] O

Security number (Last 3 digits in

Good

/ number above signature on card.]
_ Shepherd
Signature youth & family service
Cardholder’'s name Expiry / 21 Budd Street

Collingwood Vic 3066
Telephone 03 9418 3000
infoldgoodshepvic.org.au
www.goodshepvic.org.au

GIFTS OF $2 AND OVER ARE TAX DEDUCTIBLE

* |f more funds than required are raised for a particular project or program, Good Shepherd will use the surplus funds
in a similar Good Shepherd project or program.



