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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This research project analyses the impact of the New Living urban renewal program in
Western Australia upon Indigenous wellbeing in urban communities, as well as identifying
the appropriateness of existing and proposed indicators to determine and measure the
housing needs and aspirations of Indigenous people.

The program is a government initiative to overcome many of the social, physical,
economic and environmental issues that have arisen in public housing estates — a legacy
of post-war social engineering projects. It is intended to benefit the whole community,
while focusing on improving the housing circumstances of disadvantaged groups. This
research has investigated the impact of New Living on Indigenous wellbeing with regard
to this broader social context. It highlights the complexities facing governments in
overcoming existing levels of disadvantage and meeting the diverse social needs and
aspirations of Indigenous people through housing-led initiatives, as well as managing the
social and political implications involved in the broader process of social transformation.
The findings reveal significant variations in perspectives and perceptions as to whether
Indigenous people are benefiting from the program. In some instances, Indigenous
tenants experienced both the negative impacts of displacement from their local
neighbourhood, and the benefits of relocation to a new home and an upgraded living
environment. In other instances, they claimed that relocation had caused social isolation
and increased transport costs to access public health services. Each of the seven
households who remained in their locality by choice stated they were dissatisfied with
some aspect of New Living processes or outcomes. While New Living aims to reduce
crime and to create safer, more liveable environments, participants from five of these
households claimed they had experienced increased social problems and a sense of
community fragmentation since new tenants and residents had moved into their area.

Each of the six case study areas in the research have relatively large, over-represented
Indigenous populations and are broadly representative of the diversity of Indigenous
populations in Western Australia living in urban contexts in metropolitan and regional
centres. These sites — Midvale, Langford, Coolbellup, Rangeway (Geraldton), Carey Park
(Bunbury) and Golden Grove (formally known as Adeline, in Kalgoorlie) — have many
commonalities, including reasonably stable Indigenous populations over the last decade
that have, with the exception of Coolbellup and Midvale, decreased since the
implementation of the New Living program. The Indigenous population in Midvale
increased significantly in the 2001 census. These variations may simply reflect a stage in
the process of the program, for example, the Department of Housing and Works (DHW)
expects the Indigenous population in Coolbellup to increase by the conclusion of the
program. Despite similar socio-economic status, social mix and tenure, each site has
faced distinctive and sometimes difficult challenges, highlighting the importance of
distinctive elements that can either strengthen or weaken social capital and community
cohesion. In particular, the challenges confirm the need for flexible and locality focused
approaches to urban renewal.

The New Living program has been criticised by some housing professionals for its social
engineering approach and strong emphasis on creating a ‘balanced social mix’ through
‘mixed tenure’ and ‘reduced public housing’ (Randolph 2001). The findings suggest that,
in some instances, the notion of balanced social mix has actually created problematic
intersections of age and cultural groupings, leading to volatile or inappropriate outcomes.
The goal of reduced public housing requires existing residents to relocate or buy their
own homes. These strategies have had mixed success for Indigenous tenants. While
many people who purchased land or refurbished houses under the program have
benefited socially and economically, the outcomes for social housing (especially
Indigenous) tenants are ambiguous. While some were highly satisfied with both the
relocation process and their new location, others felt that they had been ‘bullied’ out of
their home through the threat of eviction. A number of housing stakeholders expressed



criticisms of the perceived increased scope and use of debt recovery policies by DHW
officers in New Living sites.

An analysis of research findings suggests that flawed assumptions about the causes of
public housing problems have, in some instances, led to the development of
contradictory, competing and unrealistic urban renewal policy goals and inappropriate
strategies to achieve these. For example, firstly, all six Indigenous households who
relocated identified the loss of existing social networks as a problem; others identified
isolation, distance from hospitals and social services, and costs of transport as
problematic. Conversely, Indigenous households who remained in New Living sites
identified the effects of households relocating into the area as creating problems. In
particular, they blamed the New Living program relocation for increased crime.

Secondly, there are situations where the emphasis on home purchase and relocation
practices may increase feelings of anomie and social isolation, rather than building
community cohesion and wellbeing for social housing tenants in areas with high home
ownership. Several housing stakeholders believed Indigenous tenants are more likely to
receive complaints about their behaviour and house presentation in areas of high home
ownership. Moreover, stakeholders claimed that few Indigenous people receive the social
and economic benefits from home ownership in the renewal areas. Only a small number
had purchased their residence, although most of those interviewed expressed a desire to
do so. The reasons for limited home purchase included poor financial situation, lack of
information about home loan options for low income earners, and increasing housing
prices outstripping loan limits.

In summary, the findings suggest that Indigenous individuals and families are more likely
to benefit from New Living if they are actively engaged with mainstream society.
Concomitantly, the level of positive wellbeing enjoyed by tenants appears to be directly
linked to the degree of choice and control they experienced in their situation. These two
sets of variables also play off each other to impact negatively upon individual wellbeing.
Those individuals and family groups experiencing levels of alienation and/or exhibiting a
degree of social dislocation are often already tagged as ‘problem tenants’. According to
housing professionals, Indigenous tenants in these circumstances had not been
consulted or given any real choice in their housing options, therefore they are more likely
to continue to experience negative effects and to manifest unhelpful or anti-social
behaviours.

While Indigenous people have benefited through New Living projects in some sites, in
others it seems that DHW does not have adequate resources, appropriate processes or
staff with the necessary skills to deal with difficult tenants. This research suggests that
they are simply shunted from location to location when the complaints in one area make it
imperative to move them on. Underlying some of the problems at a neighbourhood level
are issues based on racial misunderstandings and/or family feuding.

Throughout the New Living sites there are examples of ‘whole of government’,
‘community building’ strategies being put in place by government departments, agencies
and local government to address Indigenous needs, interests and concerns at the local
community and broader societal level. There also is evidence of a small number of
instances in some localities where Indigenous needs have been overlooked.

The findings confirm the need to examine the merits of urban renewal for Indigenous
people on a site-by-site basis and to plan, implement and monitor the impacts on
Indigenous wellbeing in accordance with the principles and processes identified in an
earlier study (Walker et al. 2001). They provide insights and highlight implementation
gaps to assist DHW in understanding how existing approaches to urban renewal affect
Indigenous wellbeing. Equally importantly, the findings confirm the need for the Australian
government and other stakeholders to work with DHW to address the social and
economic issues experienced by disadvantaged groups (particularly Indigenous people),
which extend well beyond housing interventions.



These findings were also used to examine some assumptions about urban renewal
strategies — and their role in enhancing social capital, community sustainability and
community wellbeing — which have shaped DHW policies and New Living goals. A review
of New Living reports (Cameron 2000-1; DHW 2001c; Parry and Strommen 2001) reveals
a persistent, questionable expectation by government to use the program to tackle
extensive social problems throughout the state. This is primarily due to an equally
guestionable assumption underpinning most urban renewal projects that these social
problems will be eliminated by reducing social housing in specific areas. The research
suggests that this is not necessarily the case, with the prevalence of crime, vandalism
and anti-social behaviour actually increasing in some New Living sites. The findings
confirm that New Living has proved to be a positive experience for many Indigenous
individuals and families, such as offering a better house, closer to schools, in a nicer
suburb. However, the program cannot single-handedly address the broader social and
economic issues facing Indigenous Australians. This suggests that there is a need for
more appropriate expectations about its likely effects, coupled with an acknowledgement
that the circumstances of some tenants are the result of interrelated issues associated
with employment, social and economic disadvantage. Without recognition of these
factors, there is likely to be unrealistic expectations on individual housing agencies solely
to improve disadvantage.

This Final Report confirms the importance of local governments and agencies assuming
a greater role in achieving a whole of government approach together with private sector
enterprise partnering and genuine community involvement. Further, the recognition of the
specific and diverse needs of Indigenous Australians, their distinctive First Nations status,
and the national and international commitment to Indigenous self-determination and
reconciliation mean that State Housing Authorities and other government bodies require
culturally appropriate and effective governance processes when implementing strategies
to enhance individual and collective Indigenous wellbeing.



1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project summary

This research project analyses the impact of the New Living urban renewal program in
Western Australia upon Indigenous wellbeing in urban communities, as well as identifying
the appropriateness of existing and proposed indicators to determine and measure the
housing needs and aspirations of Indigenous people. The Department of Housing and
Works (DHW) says that New Living is ‘changing the face of public housing’ in the state.
The research was designed to ascertain the extent to which this initiative contributes
positively to Indigenous wellbeing.

The literature review for the Positioning Paper (Walker et al. 2003a) examined two
distinct but related strands of ideas about urban renewal and social indicators of
wellbeing. This provides the conceptual understanding of urban renewal in Australia
generally, and its impacts upon Indigenous wellbeing in particular.

The Positioning Paper discussed the perceived dilemmas, limitations and possibilities of
urban renewal approaches committed to community participation and the promotion of
safe, sustainable communities in Australia. Case studies identified in Australia and the
United Kingdom provide valuable lessons about appropriate processes and strategies to
facilitate sustainable and positive social change in disadvantaged communities (for
United Kingdom examples, see the Joseph Rowntree Foundation website, http://www.jrf.
org.uk/knowledge/findings/housing).

The second strand of the research in the Positioning Paper explored issues pertaining to
developing social indicators to measure the effectiveness of urban renewal in social,
economic and environmental terms. It discussed the growing interest in Australia in the
conception and measurement of social wellbeing indicators and the importance of family
and community functioning as key indicators, ideas that are consistent with current trends
in the United Kingdom and the United States. Specific to this research, it drew on earlier
research findings to emphasise the need to identify and/or develop appropriate indicators
to measure Indigenous wellbeing in accordance with Indigenous research principles,
frameworks and methodologies (Walker et al. 2002). This report develops an indicative
framework (see Chapter 4) to guide an analysis of the New Living program.

1.2 Project aims
The aims of this research project are:

To review current processes of governance, consultation, and participation and
implementation strategies related to the relocation of Indigenous people, choice of
new community locations and their impacts on individual and collective wellbeing;

To develop a framework of principles or category systems relating to Indigenous
community wellbeing which serve to deepen understanding of the impacts of
urban renewal programs on Indigenous households;

To consider different approaches and models/options to urban renewal (i.e. in situ
and relocation), to identify the potential consequences and relations of each so
that SHAs may consider implementing strategies which have most positive/cost
effective outcomes for Indigenous people.

1.3 Project methodology

To address each of these aims, the research methodology combines qualitative,
guantitative, textual and policy analysis and case study methods. Six urban renewal
localities were chosen, three in the Perth metropolitan area and three in regional centres,
and are described in detail in Chapter 3. A key emphasis has been the incorporation of
Indigenous perspectives in determining the effects of New Living on Indigenous
wellbeing. Quantitative data was used to contextualise and validate Indigenous views



with demographic or statistical information. Chapter 2 contains a more detailed
discussion of the data collection and analysis to address each of the aims, which are then
covered in subsequent chapters.

1.4 Research outcomes

Conclusions drawn from the analysis of the combined qualitative and quantitative data
enabled us to identify a range of policy implications, summarised in Chapter 8. In
addition, the findings confirm the efficacy of the framework of indicators developed to
assess the impact of New Living upon Indigenous wellbeing. This exploratory research
applies the indicators framework to consider how the theoretical and philosophical
underpinnings of urban renewal influence New Living program goals, strategies and
tactics, and the extent to which existing program objectives, processes and indicators
take account of and impact upon Indigenous and other disadvantaged groups.

It proposes a more culturally relevant set of indicators to measure the program’s impact
upon Indigenous social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing. These
indicators will also assist in the planning, implementation and evaluation of urban renewal
programs and in measuring the impacts on Indigenous wellbeing on an ongoing basis.

1.5 Report structure
The report is framed around the questions arising from each of the research aims.

Chapter 2 contains a detailed discussion of the methodology. Chapter 3 provides a
background for the research. It outlines the policy context, with an overview of the New
Living program and a brief description of the case study sites. Chapter 4 discusses
existing indicators of community building and social capital and their links to wellbeing to
assess the effects of urban renewal upon Indigenous wellbeing. It presents the
conceptual framework to address one of the main aims of the research — the need to
assess the effect of urban renewal upon Indigenous wellbeing, addressing the first
research question:

What appropriate and inclusive framework of principles or category systems can be
developed to further understanding of the impact of urban renewal on Indigenous
households?

Chapters 5 and 6 discuss various key aspects of the findings. Chapter 5 examines issues
of governance, participation and control. Chapter 6 looks at stakeholder perspectives and
experiences of New Living strategies to answer the second research question:

How effective and inclusive are current processes of governance, consultation,
participation and implementation strategies related to the relocation of Indigenous
people, choice of new community locations and their impacts on individual and
collective wellbeing?

Drawing on the outcomes of this discussion, Chapter 7 presents a summary of findings
based on the qualitative analysis of fieldwork, the statistical analysis of key variables for
the six case studies and a review of local media articles about the perceived effects of the
New Living program. It reviews the policy options and outcomes to consider the third
research question:

What models and options for urban renewal (i.e. in situ and relocation, either
temporary or permanent) can be identified to have what forms of relationships and
outcomes for Indigenous households?

Chapter 8 provides a conclusion and outlines the policy implications reflected in the
recommendations.



2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Introduction

This chapter details the methodology used to explore the impact of the New Living urban
renewal program on Indigenous wellbeing. The methodology combines qualitative,
guantitative, textual and policy analysis and case study methods. Six urban renewal
localities were chosen, three in the Perth metropolitan area and three in regional centres,
and are described in detail in the next chapter.

While both quantitative and qualitative data were utilised in this research, a key emphasis
has been the incorporation of Indigenous perspectives in determining the effect of New
Living on Indigenous wellbeing. Quantitative data has been employed throughout the
research to contextualise and validate Indigenous views.

Further, this exploratory research considers how the theoretical and philosophical
underpinnings of urban renewal influence New Living program goals, strategies and
tactics, and the extent to which existing program objectives, processes and indicators
take account of and impact upon Indigenous and other disadvantaged groups. It
proposes a more culturally relevant set of indicators to measure the program’s impact
upon Indigenous social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing.

2.2 Qualitative research methodology

A qualitative research methodology was employed to identify the effects of New Living on
Indigenous wellbeing through interviews, field observations and a literature review. This
combination of methods enabled us to obtain different perspectives of stakeholders
involved in the New Living program with a view to identifying aspects that work well,
those that could be improved, and its overall effectiveness in ensuring the wellbeing of
Indigenous households.

An interpretivist approach was employed to develop a greater understanding of
Indigenous stakeholders’ experiences of the program in different contexts, utilising case
studies, interviews, focus groups and document reviews. Interpretation involves
explaining the findings, answering the ‘why’ questions, and identifying patterns to
construct an analytical framework. Particular attention has been paid to the structure,
meaning and content of participant experience through narrative analysis (Riessman
1993). Case studies providing narrative analysis have been included to enhance the
rigour of qualitative analysis and to enable readers to understand, contextualise and
develop greater understanding of tenant experiences.

A range of wellbeing categories or category systems (Patton 1990) were identified in the
Positioning Paper to inform the field work analysis and to further develop and refine a
framework of indicators of urban renewal, relocation and community wellbeing variables
(Walker et al. 2001, 2002). Category systems represent a logical analysis of qualitative
data into patterns (categories) that emerge inductively from the research. They are
employed specifically for qualitative data and play a similar role as indicators used for
both qualitative and quantitative data.

The research methods were selected to meet pragmatic, ethical and cultural
considerations consistent with the Indigenous research principles framework (Walker et
al. 2001) and AHURI research protocols and guidelines for Indigenous research (AHURI
2001). The project methodology reflects a commitment to Indigenous capacity building
and the genuine patrticipation and involvement of Indigenous people at all stages of the
research.

2.3 Information collection processes

Several key elements of information collection were employed, as follows:



2.3.1 Literature review

The Positioning Paper involved a comprehensive critical literature review and analysis of
research reports, policy documents and other secondary publications on issues of urban
renewal to inform the fieldwork research. The review canvassed disciplinary and
theoretical literature in social and community psychology, planning and urban theory,
sociology and policy analysis. Current international and national literature provided a
theoretical framework to illustrate the links between assumptions about social
disadvantage, urban renewal goals and strategies to achieve these.

In turn, this theoretical framework laid the groundwork for a second analytical framework
(see Section 4.3) to measure and critically evaluate urban renewal projects and to identify
and/or develop indicators for Indigenous wellbeing in urban renewal areas (Walker et al.
2003). The development and application of wellbeing measures in Indigenous contexts
was further informed by national and international literature related to indicators to
measure the effectiveness of housing renewal initiatives and their impact on community
wellbeing in the broader society.

2.3.2 Policy mapping and program review

A review of DHW policy documents provided an overview of policy goals, strategies and
measures of success related to urban renewal in WA. These policy statements of
commitment and intent were outlined in the Positioning Paper and confirmed with DHW
staff. They provided the basis to ascertain all program stakeholders’ understandings of
these policies in relation to actual practices identified in the interviews.

The policy mapping also involved the collection of detailed policy and industry related
socio-demographic data from sources including ABS and ATSIC regional atlas. The data
provided a baseline of key issues in each area prior to urban renewal as a comparison
with data collected during the research, and a basis for longitudinal analysis in these
locations in the future.

In addition, a brief overview of urban renewal approaches in each state was undertaken.
Information on New South Wales, Queensland and South Australia was obtained through
relevant contacts and policy documents. Information on the remaining states was
obtained from Housing Department policy documents, media releases and literature
(Arthurson 1998; Hillier et al. 2001; Parry and Strommen 2001; Randolph 2001; Randolph
and Judd 1999; Wood et al. 2002). This overview provided comparative data of good
practices.

2.3.3 Review and narrative analysis of local media

A search of state and local newspapers in the case study areas was undertaken to gauge
community perceptions and identify the key issues pertaining to the urban renewal in
each locality. Although the data gathered through the newspapers is not always reliable,
it gave a sense of community perceptions and issues. Interviews with tenants and
housing professionals in each area were used to validate the reliability of media reports.
The information was compiled and analysed to inform interview questions relevant to
each area as well as to identify recurrent themes across the areas. Community
perceptions were compared within the six case study sites and in relation to other data.

2.3.4 Qualitative data collection

We adopted a responsive approach to the data collection to provide a contextualised
understanding for all program stakeholders in line with recommendations outlined in the
Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2002) overview and findings of urban renewal. This
involves being responsive to the diversity of issues and concerns held by different
stakeholder groups in the different locations and contexts. As the research progressed,
the categories identified in the initial stages were both informed and refined by the issues
and concerns that emerged out of the experiences of Indigenous tenants and key
housing stakeholders. The collection of qualitative data provided rich narratives revealing
both the diversities and similarities of local needs and circumstances across the case



study sites. In turn, the analysis of these narratives enabled the research team to
examine how the New Living program implementation has been or could be adapted to
local conditions, needs and interests.

Interviews were sought with residents in each New Living area, including continuing and
new residents as well as those who relocated. Although the open-ended nature of the
interviews using this approach is more time consuming than fixed schedule interviews, it
allowed respondents to discuss how various aspects of New Living impacted upon the
individual and collective wellbeing of Indigenous people.

Interviews were conducted with a diverse range of Indigenous people, including single
parents, married couples and extended families, and ranging in age from youths of 18 to
seniors, and included tenants who were employed, unemployed and studying. While the
number of interviews undertaken with Indigenous tenants was not sufficient to
demonstrate a demographically representative sample, the in-depth interviews with
tenants, housing professionals and stakeholders in these six sites provided a wide range
of Indigenous experiences of the New Living program which will provide policy makers
with a deeper understanding of those issues that affect people’s everyday lives but which
are generally not the focus of policy (for example, factors which affect tenants’ sense of
self-efficacy, and experiences of subtle racism and alienation).

The inclusion of tenants who had relocated from New Living areas allowed us to
overcome the limits of previous studies (such as Ambrose 2001) which restricted their
research to residents within the area before and after urban renewal. We wanted to check
whether vulnerable members of the Indigenous community were more likely to be
relocated (often as a result of undisclosed variables such as alcohol or substance misuse
or anti-social behaviour) as indicated, but not confirmed, in other studies (Hillier et al.
2001; Parry and Strommen 2001). Both the responsive nature of questioning and scope
of interviews sought have significantly enriched the findings of this study.

In total, 27 interviews were undertaken with 13 Indigenous households. This sample was
not intended to be representative of Indigenous households in New Living sites. Of these,
13 interviews were with tenants in seven households remaining within the six urban
renewal localities, and 14 with tenants in six households who relocated to other areas
(including other New Living localities) to ascertain their personal perceptions regarding
the impact of renewal practices upon their wellbeing (see Appendix 1). Because of the
low response to the mail-out, Indigenous perspectives reported in previous studies (Hillier
et al. 2001; Parry and Strommen 2001) that used questionnaires to obtain information of
relevance to this research were reviewed and the findings incorporated to complement
the findings of this research.

Interviews and email surveys were employed with other stakeholders from community
organisations, local government, renewal professionals and DHW in each of the six
localities to identify examples of best practices and impediments to providing appropriate
outcomes for Indigenous people (see Appendix 1). A total of 58 contacts were made with
stakeholders. Twenty-four were with housing professionals, of whom at least 40%
identified as Indigenous. A further 23 were held with health, financial and other
professionals from associated areas, and a further 11 with other Indigenous households
in New Living areas, as a consequence of utilising the snowball technique.

2.4 Fieldwork follow-up

The fieldwork follow-up was influenced largely by the initial findings in the Positioning
Paper and preliminary discussions with housing stakeholders. It also took account of the
suggestions and direction provided through the reference group based on their reading of
the Positioning Paper.

2.4.1 Tenant interviews
The fieldwork involved two members of the research team (including one Indigenous
researcher). Tenant interviews were arranged through a mail-out to Indigenous tenants
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(both tenants in an area and those who had relocated) informing them of the research
aims and inviting them to participate.

This process caused considerable delays in the data collection phase. The response rate
to the mail-out was extremely low, but the return rate of envelopes was quite high,
suggesting that these people were no longer at the addresses given. To obtain data, the
research team obtained referrals through housing professionals and other Indigenous
contacts in each area. Interviews then occurred on the basis of the snowball sampling
techniqgue which Patton (1990: 176) describes as a useful approach for ‘locating
information-rich key informants’. In each location, attempts were made to interview at
least four households. Sometimes several people were interviewed from one household,
at other times only one tenant represented the household. The process did highlight the
importance of establishing face-to-face contact and open-ended interviews to obtain
meaningful information, rather than using questionnaires.

Thirteen interviews were completed with Indigenous households remaining in the New
Living areas, and 12 with Indigenous households who had relocated to other areas, to
ascertain their personal perceptions regarding the impact of renewal practices upon their
wellbeing (see Appendix 1). Some agreed to follow-up interviews. Two interviews were
held with Indigenous tenants moving into an area and two with Indigenous home owners.
Three telephone interviews were also conducted in response to a mail-out. Findings from
interviews with Indigenous tenants from previous studies in Langford and Midvale were
used to supplement and compare with interviews in this research.

2.4.2 Semi-structured interviews and/or focus groups

Semi-structured interviews and/or focus groups were held with urban renewal
professionals and Indigenous social housing tenants. These were conducted in
accordance with AHURI research protocols and ethical guidelines. The decision as to
whether to conduct interviews and/or focus groups was made on the basis of participants’
availability and preference.

Open-ended questions and interview prompts were used throughout the fieldwork. Tapes
were used in those instances where all respondents felt comfortable. In these instances,
the tapes were listened to by both researchers and transcribed and checked with
participants. The use of two researchers (one Indigenous and one non-Indigenous)
enabled the Indigenous researcher to establish a relationship with participants and ask
the majority of questions while the other researcher took extensive notes and, if
necessary, clarify and verify participant responses at the time. The Indigenous researcher
conducted all interviews with Indigenous participants. Interviewer interpretations were
checked back with participants at the time.

2.4.3 Email questionnaires

Urban renewal professionals who were unavailable for interviews or focus groups were
invited to participate in a questionnaire via email. In total, 22 questionnaires were sent out
and 19 responses were received, providing both a high response rate (86%) and high
quality information. This allowed flexibility and enabled urban renewal professionals to
reflect on the questions and to provide empirical evidence. Information obtained through
interviews was checked back via emails. In addition, several urban renewal professionals
who were interviewed continued the dialogue by email. Copies of email responses to
questions were printed and analysed in accordance with the wellbeing category systems.

2.5 Key research questions and topics

The key research questions and topics were both informed by, and used to refine, the
existing indicators framework pertaining to Indigenous wellbeing. Employing the data
collection techniques described above (individual and household interviews, small focus
groups and email questionnaires), stakeholder groups were asked particular questions
about the effects of the New Living program on the social, cultural, emotional, physical



and economic wellbeing of Indigenous tenants from each of their perspectives. Specific
topics and key questions which provided the focus for interviews are detailed below.

The questions provided a basis to review the category systems relating to Indigenous
wellbeing discussed in the Positioning Paper and to consider specific social indicators of
Indigenous wellbeing. All stakeholders were asked questions regarding processes and
structures for Indigenous community participation and involvement in all phases of the
New Living project.

In answering the broader questions regarding the effects of New Living strategies upon
aspects of Indigenous wellbeing, the research sought to answer more focused questions
with specific implications for housing policy:
How do existing policies on social mix contribute to sustainable futures for
Indigenous people/communities?

Do social mix practices contribute to harnessing social capital within the
Indigenous community? Or do they break up communities by dispersing support
networks?

2.5.1 Indigenous tenants

Indigenous respondents, including existing and new residents and relocated tenants,
were asked how the New Living project has positively or negatively impacted upon their
family units. They were asked to discuss their perspectives about:

Any actual measurable or perceived changes in their own and/or others’ social,
cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing;

Any actual measurable or perceived changes to their housing and health
circumstances during the implementation of the New Living program.

Questions focused on tenant satisfaction with their experience, issues related to health,
access to transport and services, and perceptions about the physical and social aspects
of their locality. Tenants were also invited to discuss other issues and to suggest people
who had moved in or out of the area who might be willing to be interviewed.

2.5.2 Project partners: Department of Housing and Works, local government and
joint venture partners

Stakeholders involved in the development and/or implementation of the New Living
program were also asked questions directly related to the key elements and indicators of
the conceptual framework. The questions were designed to ascertain the extent to which
aspects of Indigenous social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing are
taken into account within each of their existing policies and practices, structures and
processes. Stakeholders were asked to discuss:

Existing guidelines and/or practices which acknowledge, recognise, promote or
enable Indigenous cultural practices, diverse needs and aspirations, associations with
the land and so on (to ascertain effects of the program on Indigenous social, cultural
and emotional wellbeing);

Processes and structures to improve the economic conditions of residents/
community, such as increased employment, training and community education
opportunities and possibly industry initiatives (to ascertain effects of the program on
Indigenous physical and economic wellbeing).

2.5.3 Department of Housing and Works

In addition, and related to issues of governance and accountability, 11 DHW policy and
field officers were asked questions to ascertain the congruence between stated policy
goals, objectives and guidelines and the actual practices which impact on the general
wellbeing of Indigenous tenants (see Section 5.2).
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2.5.4 Local government respondents

Local government officers were asked about specific initiatives developed and/or
implemented in their area to recognise, include and address key issues for Indigenous
people that impact upon their social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic
wellbeing. For example, community development officers were asked about any sporting
or employment initiatives designed to improve Indigenous social and economic wellbeing.
They were also asked to comment upon policies, practices and reconciliation strategies,
such as memorandums of understanding and historic sites or trails, developed by local
councils to positively affect Indigenous cultural and emotional wellbeing.

2.5.5 Other stakeholders (health and housing community development
professionals)

Other stakeholders comprised professionals involved with tenants through their work in
housing, health, social services and tenant advice. They were asked how the New Living
project has positively or negatively impacted upon Indigenous tenants as individuals or
family units (including existing and new residents and relocated tenants), in particular:

Any actual, measurable or perceived changes in their own and others’ regard for their
social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing;

Any actual, measurable or perceived changes to their housing or health during the
implementation of the New Living program.

2.6 Data analysis

The categorisation and analysis of qualitative fieldwork data was informed by the revised
indicators framework described in Chapter 4. The data analysis was used to test and
affirm the relevance and efficacy of qualitative and quantitative indicators included in the
social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic categories of wellbeing in the
framework. The indicators framework was employed to assess the impact of New Living
strategies on Indigenous wellbeing, based on the findings drawn from an analysis of
primary and secondary data sources. In addition, the findings derived from qualitative and
guantitative data analysis were used to inform the other key research aims.

2.6.1 Qualitative data

The questions asked of the stakeholder groups (see Section 2.5) were collated and
analysed in accordance with, and to inform, each of the respective elements of the
indicators framework. The analysis was undertaken to provide a description of urban
renewal strategies, processes and outcomes from stakeholder perspectives and an
appreciation and understanding of complexity and diversity of issues underlying the
experiences and outcomes reported. These findings were also used to examine some of
the assumptions about urban renewal strategies — and their role in enhancing social
capital, community sustainability and community wellbeing — which have shaped DHW
housing policies and New Living goals.

2.6.2 Quantitative data

In addition to the qualitative data analysis, we undertook a quantitative analysis of
selected social and economic characteristics obtained through ABS Census data. These
characteristics, located within the respective social and economic wellbeing categories
within the indicators framework, were included to measure changes in Indigenous
wellbeing in the three metropolitan New Living sites. The findings from the qualitative
data analysis were discussed in relation to analysis of ABS data to explain anomalies,
trends and changes in population variables and other indicators such as employment,
education and overcrowding to consider how each of these factors influence urban
renewal outcomes with respect to Indigenous wellbeing.

The Census data collects information about a number of demographic characteristics that
are significant indicators of social and economic wellbeing for individuals and populations.
The variables measured in this research are levels of disadvantage (across all social and
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economic indicators), overcrowding, access to a motor vehicle, transport, income, tenure,
rent and length of time in dwelling (housing stability). Comparisons of demographic
changes in the populations in the three metropolitan localities over a 10 year period
between 1991 and 2001 were made using disaggregated data at a Collection District
level. The findings are described in Chapter 6.

This comparative analysis of demographic changes using quantitative data assisted the
researchers to identify whether the number of Indigenous people had increased or
decreased in New Living areas, and whether they were likely to be experiencing greater
or lesser levels of social and economic disadvantage. The data was compared with
overall Western Australian State and Perth populations statistics to determine whether
changes in indicators of wellbeing could be attributed to the program or simply reflected
general changes occurring in the wider population. This data was only available for Perth
and surrounding suburbs, and therefore only these areas in the study have this level of
analysis.

ABS baseline data from the Social Atlas of 1991 and 2001 (and the 1996 Aboriginal sub-
file) was analysed to identify patterns within and around the urban renewal areas for
comparisons between sites and changes in patterns over time. In addition, the analysis
considers the extent to which the New Living program has impacted upon these patterns.
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3 RESEARCH CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND

3.1 The policy context

The New Living urban renewal program is a government initiative undertaken in
partnership with local governments and private enterprise to overcome many of the
social, physical, economic and environmental issues affecting public housing estates — a
legacy of postwar social engineering projects. It is intended to benefit the whole
community while focusing on improving the housing circumstances of disadvantaged
groups, including Indigenous people.

The Positioning Paper for this research describes the historical background to urban
development since the 1950s. In summary, there were progressive shifts in government
assumptions about the physical and social causes of the initial social problems which
urban development was intended to address, such as physical determinism, poverty and
cycles of disadvantage, and inclusion and exclusion in areas with a high percentage of
public housing. These assumptions helped inform approaches to public housing design
and distribution. Current policy and practice draw on the successive lessons of the past to
encompass the most practical elements of urban development, providing a number of
positive examples of urban and community renewal in WA and throughout Australia.

Nevertheless, as discussed in the Positioning Paper, there is still some contention among
housing stakeholders in the contemporary policy context regarding the efficacy and
appropriateness of the New Living program goals of lowering crime, reducing social
stigma, improving community social wellbeing and developing sustainable communities.
There are also criticisms of the social and physical housing strategies used to achieve
these, such as ‘improving’ the social mix, tenure diversification, neighbourhood
beautification and housing renovation and refurbishment. Several state, national and
international studies (Ambrose 2001; Bohl 2000; Everingham 2001; Randolph 2001) have
shown that urban renewal can have unintended negative effects such as gentrification
and the consequent effects of dislocation, increased disadvantage, alienation and anomie
among disadvantaged groups. These studies confirm the need for participatory
community development approaches throughout all phases of urban renewal projects.
Other studies (Tonts et al. 2001; Wood et al. 2002) have identified a range of complex
issues that can impede effective community participation and decision-making processes,
especially among minority and disadvantaged groups. The main issues affecting genuine
participatory approaches include lack of education, low self-esteem, language barriers,
and a high degree of scepticism and suspicion towards government.

Finally, these issues highlight the need to consider the role of governance and
accountability in urban renewal. As discussed in the Positioning Paper, governments
needs to strike a balance between community engagement and empowerment, with the
exercise of government responsibility when undertaking community change and
sustainability.

This Final Report focuses on the main research aim of identifying the effects of urban
renewal on Indigenous social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing. Very
little research has been carried out in this area to date. The indicators framework
developed considers how wellbeing is inextricably linked to issues of governance and
partnership. It is also linked to persistent political questions about Indigenous self-
determination and connections to place, as well as more generally recognised variables
of wellbeing.

One of the most common criticisms of urban renewal programs throughout Australia is
that residents are forced to relocate because of the reduction in public housing, the
associated emphasis on home ownership, increasing property values and increased
private rental costs. According to Bohl (2000), these strategies impact negatively on
those people already experiencing the most disadvantage. Their effects are of particular
interest in this research because they have important social justice implications for
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Indigenous people who experience significant levels of disadvantage in health, education,
employment and housing. The research examines whether Indigenous people are likely
to be relocated to areas with fewer social opportunities and limited access to education,
employment and transport. Furthermore, research evidence suggests that Indigenous
people are likely to be subjected to discrimination and uncontrolled prices if they have to
increasingly rely on the private sector to obtain housing in their area of choice (Focus
2000).

While there is evidence to suggest that urban renewal programs have positive outcomes,
Bohl (2000) describes instances where they have led to the displacement of people and
break-up of communities, further disadvantaging those most likely to be affected (that is,
the elderly, the unemployed and/or culturally marginalised groups). Urban renewal has
also been criticised as a form of gentrification impacting upon disadvantaged groups
living in public housing in inner city suburbs (Badcock 2001; Shaw 2000; Smith 2002).
This Final Report explores whether or to what extent these concerns are likely to impact
negatively upon different Indigenous groups.

Some of the research literature and policy documents draw on aggregated data on crime
statistics and home ownership variables to suggest that urban renewal is a positive and
worthy aim. Few Australian studies research its impacts upon individuals, households
and communities, particularly Indigenous Australians (Hillier et al. 2001; Parry and
Strommen 2001). Few international studies examine the immediate and longer-term
effects upon residents in communities or relocated, or among disadvantaged groups.

A few studies show that a genuine commitment by government and industry partners to
foster public participation in the process (Wood 2002) is likely to result in more positive
and representative outcomes to meet the needs of different groups (e.g. the elderly,
Indigenous, single parents). This Final Report examines the extent to which New Living
strategies are culturally appropriate and foster representative and inclusive participation.

3.2 New Living program overview

The New Living program is a housing-led program for urban renewal in socially and
economically depressed areas where there is a high level of public housing in urban and
regional WA. It is an important vehicle for achieving the aims of the state’s Housing
Strategy ‘to deliver affordable, appropriate and sustainable housing (irrespective of tenure
arrangements) in Western Australia in the medium to long-term’ (DHW 2001: 4).
According to DHW officials, the program focuses on the refurbishment and sale of
housing stock, rather than demolition and redevelopment to bring about improvements in
‘blighted areas’. Generally these areas are regarded as the consequence of previous
policy or design ‘mistakes’ or well-intentioned but misguided assumptions about social
housing. Some media release documents also attribute the changing social
demographics to existing problems in public housing areas. Discussions with DHW
officials, and the examination of policy statements and media release documents,
suggest the persistence of assumptions about the need to change the social and tenure
mixes to improve social housing areas, rather than developing whole of government
strategies to improve the social and economic circumstance of those groups living there.

3.2.1 Program aims

The key aims of the New Living program, as identified in DHW policy documents, are to:
Reduce the public housing presence in most areas to between 10% and 20%;
Refurbish houses for sale;

Reduce the social stigma caused by the density of inappropriate and outdated public
housing;

Upgrade and refurbish public rental housing;

Improve the social mix;
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Create a satisfied community;

Encourage a sense of added security for residents by eliminating areas that provide
venues for anti-social behaviour (DHW 2001).

As discussed in the Positioning Paper, these aims are intended to positively address
social, economic and environmental issues experienced by disadvantaged groups in
areas with high concentrations of public housing — a legacy of outdated public housing
policies and practices. Although such aims are salutary, international and national
literature suggest that contemporary strategies remain guided by theories underpinned by
assumptions of human behaviour which, lacking wider causal interconnections, are often
contradictory and problematic. These issues are explored further in this research in the
light of the experiences reported by tenants and other housing stakeholders.

Currently there are no program specific strategies and only limited whole of government
linkages outlined in the New Living program to actually address the economic wellbeing
of disadvantaged groups. The economic benefits attributed to New Living in media
releases appear to be based on the assumption that people who become home owners
will build equity through housing price increases. However, strategies based on this
assumption do not address existing issues of poverty and unemployment experienced by
a significant percentage of the population in New Living areas.

3.2.2 Underpinning policy assumptions

Consistent with contemporary international urban renewal policies and practices, the New
Living program attempts to address and move beyond the negative consequences of past
social housing approaches. Even so, several theoretical approaches and policy
discourses have influenced contemporary social housing policies and strategies,
including urban renewal developments. As discussed in the Positioning Paper, New
Living has been influenced by elements of each of the following theoretical approaches
and discourses:

Physical determinism;
Cycles of disadvantage;
Concentration of the urban poor;
Social inclusion/exclusion;
Social capital.

3.2.3 Policy influences

The New Living program is also influenced by international, national, state and local
government policies in relation to its impact upon the wellbeing of disadvantaged groups,
including Indigenous people. The most relevant of these policies are:

International and national

The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, which spells out
the right to adequate and appropriate housing and economic development and to
freely engage in cultural practices.

National, state and local
Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement;

Whole of government linkages across portfolios, as well as the various tiers of
government;

Agreement for the Provision of Housing and Infrastructure for Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander People in Western Australia;

The triple bottom line, being social, economic and environmental goals, also referred
to as community sustainability (Western Australian Government 2001);
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Provisions for cultural heritage.
Local
Housing strategies;

Memorandums of understanding and agreements with Indigenous people,
governments, community and private sectors;

Partnerships with community and private sectors.

The Positioning Paper highlighted the inherent tension between New Living program
goals and the dilemma this seemingly poses for DHW in meeting social justice goals and
the needs of the population as a whole (as stated in the DHW vision). The complex and
sometimes contradictory policy assumptions underpinning urban renewal are examined
by applying and further developing the conceptual frameworks initially developed by
Walker et al. (2001) for evaluating housing programs designed to strengthen Indigenous
communities and contribute to Indigenous wellbeing. Walker et al. (2002: 28) proposed
theoretical/analytical frameworks ‘by which to establish indicators to measure and make
judgements about these more complex linkages in Indigenous contexts’. In applying
these frameworks, this exploratory research considers how the theoretical and
philosophical underpinnings of urban renewal influence New Living goals, strategies and
tactics, and the extent to which existing program objectives, processes and indicators
take account of and impact upon Indigenous and other disadvantaged groups. It also
proposes a more culturally relevant set of indicators to measure the program’s impact
upon Indigenous social, cultural, emotional, physical and economic wellbeing.

3.3 The implementation process

There are a number of stages in the New Living program implementation process. Firstly,
DHW, in conjunction with other departments and private partners, identifies pockets of
social housing experiencing social, physical and economic decline. Once the negotiations
are underway with other partners, DHW informs the local community and encourages
them to become involved in the planning. There is some scope at this stage to identify
houses to be refurbished and retained as rental properties and those to be sold. At the
commencement of the program, houses that require more than $30,000 for renovation
are demolished and the land sold (Van der Meer and Nichols 2003). At this point, a New
Living site manager carries out all negotiations at the interface between tenants and
DHW. Relocation officers notify individual clients in writing that their house is within an
area identified for urban renewal. They then meet with clients to discuss the options
available, including assistance into home ownership, staying where they are or relocation
(see Section 5.3). Those who choose to relocate are given a choice of areas, and
generally a better type of house. They are placed on the priority waiting list and are
contacted as soon as a house is available. All clients have the right of refusal without
jeopardising their right to a decent house.

DHW emphasises the importance of community development processes and individual
household involvement for the effective implementation of the project. Staff have
indicated that the implementation process is intended to both protect tenant rights and
contribute positively to their wellbeing. The opportunity for clients to choose between the
strategies of relocation and in situ placement (which are described in detail later) is also
designed to promote individual and community satisfaction and wellbeing.

3.4 New Living research sites

The six case study sites selected in metropolitan and rural areas within WA provide the
main source of data for the research findings. These are the three metropolitan sites of
Coolbellup, Midvale and Langford, situated in the southern, eastern and central land
corridors within Perth, and three sites in major regional centres, Carey Park (Bunbury),
Rangeway (Geraldton) and Adeline/Golden Grove (Kalgoorlie).
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The selection of sites and methods of involvement were developed and endorsed in
consultation with Indigenous stakeholders and steering committee members. Discussions
with DHW, ATSIC, Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) and regional housing groups
and resource agencies confirmed the appropriateness of the sites.

3.4.1 Rationale for site selection

The sites were chosen to obtain a broad sample of Indigenous people from culturally and
geographically diverse contexts in WA. The Indigenous population is over-represented in
each of these sites (5.1% to 7.1%) compared with the overall Indigenous population in
Australia (2.7%).

The sites also reflect different stages of progress of the urban renewal projects, with most
running for three years or longer. In addition, two of the selected sites, Langford and
Midvale, were the focus of previous evaluation research into the effect of New Living
urban renewal on new and existing tenants and residents (Parry and Strommen 2001;
Hillier et al. 2001; Van der Meer and Nichols 2003). These studies, using similar research
methodologies, provided important baseline data (and indicators) for comparative
analysis to ascertain any change over time in tenant perceptions, circumstances or
program outcomes (such as safer environment and reduced crime). Although these
studies examined the effects on all tenants, and not specifically on Indigenous people,
they nevertheless provide some relevant information from interview responses with
Indigenous tenants and from housing stakeholders working with Indigenous tenants.
Information summarised from these responses is cited in this research, and compared
with the experiences of tenants and housing stakeholders interviewed in this research.

3.4.2 Description of metropolitan sites

The Perth metropolitan area is developed around four corridors radiating from the city
centre. Discussions with Shelter WA helped to identify the case study areas in three of
these. They encompass both positive and problematic aspects of urban renewal.

Coolbellup

Coolbellup is located 22 kilometres south of Perth and 8 kilometres south of Fremantle. It
has good public transport and access to the freeway system, and extensive recreational
parks. There is a diverse European population base and a high Indigenous population
compared with state population figures.

The New Living program commenced in Coolbellup in 1999. Prior to that time, and
despite its potentially good infrastructure and position, the suburb was perceived to have
a poor reputation. Negative attitudes evident in the mid-1990s were attributed to changing
demographics, empty houses and reported pockets of fear surrounding high rise flats. In
2001 it was awarded national recognition for the best renewal project in Australia by the
Urban Planning Institute for its design and community focus.

Midvale (Eastern Horizons)

Situated in the foothills east of Perth, Midvale, a suburb 15 kilometres from the Perth
CBD is located within 10 minutes walk from the regional centre of Midland, which has a
wide range of facilities including schools, public transport, recreation and employment
opportunities and public open space. It has been described as:

a working-class suburb which became run down, both physically and in terms of
community spirit, following the demise of the Midland Railway Workshops and
Abattoir, and other local industries (Van der Meer and Nichols 2003: 3).

The Midvale urban renewal project commenced in 1999. Without any corresponding
employment initiatives, the unemployment rate of 14% remains significantly higher than
the national average of 6% (ABS 2002). It has become a catchment area for white-collar

! Indigenous people are about 21% of public housing tenants in WA, with approximately 3.5% of WA's
population being Indigenous.
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workers from the Department of Land Administration and other departments. Since
Midvale New Living commenced, problems associated with dislocation and breaking up
of Indigenous communities have been identified. Shelter WA (2002: 4) reported that
rapidly increasing housing prices in Midland are making the area too expensive for many
families to live in, especially Indigenous families.

Langford

Langford is situated south of the Canning River, approximately 25 kilometres from Perth
in a semi-rural environment. It is well serviced by public transport and roads. The New
Living project commenced in September 1999 and follows on from the Langford Living
urban renewal project. There is a large Indigenous presence compared with the
Indigenous state population.

The project involves the refurbishment of 529 DHW dwellings (29% of a total 1,830) and
the enhancement of infrastructure. It is planned to reduce DHW's presence to 12% by the
conclusion of the project, A quarterly newsletter provides information on the project to all
residents and key stakeholders.

3.4.3 Description of regional sites
Carey Park (Bunbury)

Bunbury is located in the south-west region of the state, 175 kilometres south of Perth. It
is the largest city in one of WA’s most rapidly growing areas, encompassing a diverse
range of industries, including mining, agriculture and tourism. New Living in the area falls
under the banner of ‘One Bunbury’ which DHW (2001b) describes as 'much more than
just a residential development and redevelopment project’. It is claimed that stronger
communities will be built through improvements to landscaping, open space, security and
roads, a contention that highlights the link between physical determinism and social
capital.

Rangeway (Geraldton)

Located 450 kilometres north of Perth and approximately 4.5 hours drive, the port city of
Geraldton is the hub of the midwest, which incorporates a broad industry base including
agriculture and pastoralism, mining, fishing, manufacturing and tourism. The area
remains significant for Aboriginal people who traditionally were drawn there for its
abundant resources (City of Geraldton 2002).

Initially a catchment area for port and industry workers, Rangeway has been reportedly
plagued by ‘social and physical decline’. This has been attributed to poor housing
maintenance, poor suburb design, Indigenous family feuding, youth issues and increased
unemployment in social housing areas in the Geraldton surrounds.

Golden Grove (formerly Adeline, South Kalgoorlie)

The city of Kalgoorlie-Boulder is located 600 kilometres east of Perth. It is a regional
transport hub, providing a linkage between Perth and the eastern states and having one
of Australia’s busiest regional airports. The economy is still primarily dependent on the
mining industry. Adeline, a suburb of Kalgoorlie, was originally developed in the early
1970s under the Radburn concept, considered a highly appropriate design to meet the
population needs at that time. Houses linked by laneways facing into a central open
community space were designed to promote access between neighbours and families.
Adeline’s social problems have been ‘related to the design of the suburb, its social
economic structure and the type, use and density of Homeswest housing’. According to
the Minister for Housing, ‘there has been a significant shift with regards to the
demographics of Adeline, resulting in the current design being unsuited to resident needs’
(DHW 2003b). This reflects a major change from being a working-class suburb for miners
to one with high unemployment and a high Indigenous population.

A forum conducted by Shelter WA and Homeswest in 1998 painted a bleak picture of
public housing in the Kalgoorlie-Boulder region. Aboriginal housing was found to be
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particularly problematic. Problems included extensive waiting lists, lack of culturally
appropriate housing for Indigenous residents and high housing costs. Waiting lists were
particularly long for homes with several bedrooms. A large fringe dweller population in the
area has been growing due to homelessness in Kalgoorlie. The forum identified the need
to locate public housing stock in areas sensitive to the locations of four distinct sub-
groups in the Aboriginal community and to provide housing that could accommodate
extended Aboriginal families (Shelter WA 1999). In August 2000, DHW announced that it
would spend $2 million per year for the next two years on the suburb of Adeline, as part
of the New Living program. DHW is planning to retain 99 rental properties and build eight
new properties and 26 pensioner units in Golden Grove.

3.5 Comparisons between research sites

A comparison of the key features of the case study localities is shown in Table 1. With the
exception of Golden Grove and Rangeway, these projects are developed in partnership
with private companies through a tendering process. It is possible that differences
between project partners could influence individual outcomes. The proportion of DHW
properties and the coverage of the New Living project in relation to suburb size may also
influence outcomes. Golden Grove had a higher DHW presence than other areas,
although the overall aim is to reduce this to between 11% and 12%. With this goal to be
achieved by 2008, the full impact upon Indigenous wellbeing remains to be seen.

The financial costs of the projects vary considerably, depending on the number of
properties identified for refurbishment compared with properties sold. Additional costs for
the renewal of parks and roadscapes are negotiated and often shared with local
government. In Golden Grove, which is the lowest costing project, Kalgoorlie-Boulder and
DHW have an agreement to share the infrastructure costs on a 50-50 basis.

Table 1: Comparison of New Living projects

No. of Projected
Starting and . - % of total % of DHW .
—_ . Project properties ; —————  Estimated
Locality completion properties  properties
partners owned b . cost
dates in area by end of
project
Coolbellup 1999-2006 | Mirvac-Fini 750 32% 12% $29 m
Midvale 1999-2006 | Midland 144 22% 12% $15.7m
Project
Manage-
ment
Langford 1999-2005 | Voran 529 29% 12% $16.8 m
Consult-
ants
Carey Park 2001-06 Pindan 255 12.4% 10% N/A
Group
Rangeway 1996-2007 | Managed 143 N/A 12% N/A
internally
by DHW
Golden 1999-2008 | Managed 228 49% 12% $2 m x two
Grove internally years
by DHW

Note: Estimated project costs include all expenditure including refurbishments, land development,
infrastructure improvements and fees.
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4 URBAN RENEWAL AND INDIGENOUS WELLBEING

4.1 Introduction

The second key aim of the research entailed determining/developing indicators of
Indigenous wellbeing in order to assess the effects of urban renewal upon it. It seeks to
address the first research question: What appropriate and inclusive framework of
principles or category systems can be developed to further understanding of the impact of
urban renewal on Indigenous households? It draws upon the conceptual, analytical and
operational frameworks and principles identified by Indigenous stakeholders in earlier
AHURI research as important for the provision of services that recognise and facilitate
equal partnership and Indigenous self-determination (Walker et al. 2002). These
frameworks confirm the need for social indicators in evaluation and research that
recognise and support Indigenous rights, interests and aspirations, in accordance with
policy goals and organisational purpose (Walker et al. 2002: 57).

These principles were applied as a framework of analysis to the field research findings of
Indigenous perspectives to assess the effects of New Living goals, strategies and
practices upon Indigenous wellbeing. In other words, the principles of self-determination
and socially just outcomes were applied to the set of category systems of wellbeing and
program indicators identified for further investigation in the Positioning Paper. As the
authors noted in earlier research:

Such a position challenges housing funding bodies to establish housing evaluation
policies, processes and practices aimed towards Indigenous self-determination, social
transformation and cultural integrity (Walker et al. 2002: 13).

This chapter briefly reviews the indicators identified in the Positioning Paper, and
discusses refinements to these based on discussions with stakeholders and a review of
additional literature. In the spirit of research by Zubrick et al. (2000: 5), the indicators
developed are intended to extend our knowledge base and fill the knowledge gaps, rather
than establish a prescriptive set of indicators to be used as a checklist of performance.

The proposition put forward by Walker et al. (2001) is that such a conceptual framework
needs to take account of the wider social, political, historical, cultural and economic
context which impacts upon all services and programs in communities. There are several
other points to be considered with respect to developing a meaningful framework:

Given that no single program can be expected to address all social issues attributed
to communities in decline or experiencing significant disadvantage, any framework
needs to have broader application to plan, implement and assess effective programs
and/or whole of government interventions on individuals and communities;

Desired goals to enhance community wellbeing at a programmatic level need to
contribute to wider social outcomes;

Frameworks need to recognise that indicators of wellbeing may differ for non-
Indigenous and Indigenous populations, and within the diversity of Indigenous
populations;

These elements are dependent on the existence of good democratic governance,
including recognition of Indigenous rights to self-determination, processes for just
distribution of services, equality and partnerships and reconciliation.

The Positioning Paper identified two phases in determining social indicators of
Indigenous individual and community wellbeing to assess the effect and effectiveness of
urban renewal programs. The first phase involved a comprehensive audit of wellbeing
indicators which were outlined in the Positioning Paper and disseminated to a range of
stakeholders, including the reference group, for further discussion and refinement. The
second phase involved continuing to review relevant AHURI research and contacting
urban renewal managers in other states to identify best practices, issues and measures
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of success pertaining to building social capital and sustainable communities and their
impact upon individual and family wellbeing.

4.2 Wellbeing indicators for urban renewal

This Final Report includes a proposed set of indicators to determine Indigenous wellbeing
that could be applied in the development, implementation and evaluation of urban
renewal projects.

In the Work in Progress Report (Ballard and Walker 2003), a range of questions on
various aspects of wellbeing were identified for the fieldwork follow-up with stakeholders.
These provided a basis to review the category systems of social, cultural, emotional,
physical and economic wellbeing discussed in the Positioning Paper and to consider the
relevance of specific social indicators of Indigenous wellbeing. Employing appropriate
data collection techniques identified in Chapter 2 (individual and household interviews,
small focus groups and email questionnaires), stakeholder groups were asked particular
guestions to ascertain their perspectives about Indigenous social, cultural, emotional,
physical and economic wellbeing. All stakeholders were asked questions regarding the
processes and structures for Indigenous community participation and involvement in all
phases of the New Living project. These latter questions take account of the proposition
regarding the importance of governance as a dimension of attaining and demonstrating or
measuring wellbeing. They also recognise that state government departments have
acknowledged the importance of taking account of Indigenous perspectives in
government programs, and most, including DHW, have incorporated processes to
achieve this.

Figure 1 illustrates both phases. The second phase involved refining indicators for
Indigenous wellbeing on the basis of participant discussion and clarification, narrative and
category analysis and consensus derived from focus groups and the reference group.

Figure 1: Methodological model for development of indicators

Phase 1: Proposed wellbeing
indicators for New Living

J L

Phase 2: Test these against
principles and guidelines for the
development of indicators (refine
if necessarv)

J L

Test with relevant stakeholders/
community for meaningfulness

\7

ldentify/refine/develop Indigenous
wellbeing Indicators
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4.3 Category systems and indicators of wellbeing

Various studies (Hillier et al. 2001; Spiller Gibbins Swan 2000) confirm that indicators of
wellbeing encompass a range of complex and interrelated factors which have relevance
in specifying practices, processes, design attributes and other critical factors or minimum
criteria to ensure the likely effectiveness of urban renewal programs.

The category systems (Patton 1990: 402-6), and broad indicators, identified in the
preliminary literature review in the Positioning Paper, provided the analytical focus for the
second phase. This framework of principles and indicators of individual and community
wellbeing was further developed and refined inclusive of Indigenous wellbeing in Table 2.
As discussed earlier, these category systems represent a logical analysis of qualitative
data into categories that emerge inductively from the research.

The research reviewed these wellbeing categories on the basis of the qualitative data
obtained and analysed from fieldwork findings. At times, the relationship between
category systems and indicators appears blurred. For the purposes of this research,
category systems reflect the broad categories — social, cultural, emotional, physical and
economic psycho-social, and spiritual — which contribute to individual, community and
societal wellbeing and quality of life, while the indicators are the particular measurable
elements that constitute each of these categories of wellbeing.

At times, the categories and indicators are interchangeable. Many of the indicators within
these category systems are overlapping and interrelated; for example, while economic
wellbeing is an independent category, the indicators of employment and access to
economic infrastructure also contribute to social wellbeing. The category systems and
indicators proposed here are based on discussions with Indigenous stakeholders and/or
incorporate Indigenous views from the literature and studies regarding urban renewal.

The category systems and social indicators to assess the effects of urban renewal on
Indigenous wellbeing were refined with regard to notions of wellbeing. As discussed
earlier, overarching and incorporated into this model is a framework of human rights
principles developed by Walker, Ballard and Taylor (2001) who argue that the framework
of principles provides a set of guidelines to apply to all stages of developing,
implementing and evaluating programs, policies and processes in Indigenous contexts.

The further development and operationalisation of this wellbeing framework, while
exploratory, is a particular strength of this project for future housing policy. Within the
context of this research, the framework is useful for guiding policies and practices to
achieve and measure Indigenous wellbeing across the dimensions or categories
identified in Table 2. These encompass and extend those identified in other contemporary
studies on wellbeing frameworks (Trewin 2001) to consider Indigenous perspectives and
experiences.

Table 2: Framework category systems and indicators of wellbeing

Wellbeing Individual wellbeing Community wellbeing
categories +ve indicators -ve indicators +ve indicators -ve indicators
Economic Ability to meet cost | Living in poverty Equal/just Lack of access to
wellbeing of living Lack of low cost distribution of resources
Economic rental housing resources Lack of affordable
independence Equal access to housing
services and
funding
Physical Health Overcrowding Access to health
wellbeing Safe and secure Poor housing services
housing conditions Safe, well lit streets
and public places
Social Access to family Crime Social cohesion in High levels of
wellbeing support response to state housing vacancies,
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Wellbeing

categories

Individual wellbeing

+ve indicators

-ve indicators

Community wellbeing

+ve indicators

-ve indicators

Access to
community health
services

Adequate economic

Vandalism
Geographic and
psychological
dislocation from

and local
mechanisms of
community
guidance,

High incidence of
crime

Low levels of
collective esteem

Lack of skills and

infrastructure existing socio- governance and .
confidence
Education and cultural networks, management and
. . et Low levels of
training family structures, justice participation
opportunities neighbourhood Existence of Low levels of adult
Employment locations and processes to literacy
. existing ties of facilitate and
Economic - L
: education and maximise
independence .
i employment Indigenous
Housing involvement in
Just provision of programs
government welfare
services and
resources
Conditions foster
social capital
transactions
Building stronger
communities:
Knowledge and
skills
Volunteering
Networks and
partnerships
Community
leadership
Local solutions
to local
problems
Community capacity
in finding innovative
responses to social
issues
Emotional Spiritual relations Dislocation Social cohesion Widespread
wellbeing Self-value Sense of loss of Willingness and alienation, anomie
Psycho- Social interaction place capacity to engage | Mental health
social or Cultural inclusion Lack of ties with in acts of reciprocity | Community
mental Place bonding and | community and sharing to build | disintegration
wellbeing attachment Loneliness social capital Levels of suicide
Quality of Social capital and Depression
life and sense of community
spiritual and place
wellbeing
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Wellbeing

categories

Individual wellbeing

+ve indicators

-ve indicators

Community wellbeing

+ve indicators

-ve indicators

Cultural Quality of life and Geographical and Strong notion of Breakdown of
wellbeing spiritual wellbeing, | psychological group/cultural cultural hierarchy
linked to social dislocation from identity
wellbeing existing socio- Traditional and
Emotional bonding | cultural networks, contemporary links
Attachment to place | family structures, to land recognised
neighbourhood
Inability to carry out
cultural practices
Societal Individual and Pessimism about Democracy and Lack of Indigenous
wellbeing community relations | the ability of governance control over housing
. Self-efficacy leadership to Indigenous rights resources
Social Self-expression represent, leading | and self-
and political | oo\ qetermination | 10 @ sense of determination
wellbeing alienation and

Partnership

Recognition of
Indigenous needs,
interests and
aspirations is
evident in
government policies
and practices

Dual accountability

Culture and identity
Participation

Sense of control
and choice

abandonment

4.3.1 The indicators framework

Trewin (2001) suggests that conceptual frameworks of wellbeing should be able to map
the conceptual terrain, show relationships, identify gaps and classify counting units. He
states that effective social indicators can be derived using families, households,
transactions and events as units of measurement.

The ABS system of social statistics has identified a range of factors that contribute to
social wellbeing. These include health, family, community, education and training,
employment, economic independence, resources, housing, crime, justice and culture.
Trewin distinguishes between individual factors that contribute to social wellbeing
(including educational attainment, income and life transitions) and social factors
(including social capital transactions, social change and economic wellbeing).

Consistent with these factors, Zubrick et al. (2000: 4) have established a set of indicators
of social and family functioning (with specific attention to child health) to measure policy
trends and changes in Australian community wellbeing. These indicators ‘describe
important aspects of Australia’s social capital, and in doing so extend and balance the
measures of economic capital that are routinely used to chart national progress and
capacity’. Both Trewin and Zubrick et al. emphasise the importance of transactions or
functions that create or increase social capital as crucial measures of social wellbeing.

Drawing on the ideas of both Trewin and Zubrick et al., this second phase of the research
focuses on social, community and family transactions and functioning to develop
wellbeing indicators that include Indigenous perspectives. This would allow the specific
evaluation of the impact of urban renewal programs on Indigenous wellbeing. For this
reason, stakeholders were asked about Indigenous participation and involvement in
urban renewal and other local events, and the perceived level of cultural awareness and
acceptance within the community.
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In addition to the qualitative indicators, quantitative indicators used by ABS to measure
changes in the community were used. In doing so, this revised indicators framework
supplements and informs the quantitative data that measures demographic changes in
the community (ABS 2002).

4.3.2 Social capital

This section discusses how social capital indicators align with the indicator framework
developed by this research. While Zubrick et al. focus on the individual and family units to
measure wellbeing, Trewin focuses on transactions and events to measure social capital
at a community or societal level. These studies locate the processes that enhance social
capital between individuals and within communities as crucial to building and sustaining
stronger communities, and hence as key indicators of social wellbeing. One proposition of
Spiller Gibbins Swan (2000) is that indicators that describe and measure social capital at
a programmatic or societal level can help to inform and offset economic cost benefit
analysis when evaluating urban renewal programs such as New Living. Spiller Gibbins
Swan (2000) refer to the inadequacy of performance indicators which only measure a
project’'s net present value (NPV) to determine economic efficiencies. They emphasise
the importance of social indicators to provide additional information in assessing the
distributional consequences and worth of a project to society.

It is precisely this additional information about the impacts of urban renewal projects for
Indigenous people in relation to wider societal implications that is being sought in this
study. Such information is essential to affirm that programs and strategies that alleviate
existing levels of disadvantage and associated social costs need to be considered
alongside economic efficiency measures and discursive practices. This approach is
consistent with the emphasis on the triple bottom line by government agencies, such as
DHW, when making policy decisions as it gives equal weight to economic, environmental
and social concerns (Walker et al. 2002).

While this is a compelling argument to attempt to establish social capital indicators, there
are nevertheless some problems in doing so. A number of studies have employed ‘social
capital’ as a measure to assess the effects of specific strategies of urban renewal,
whether relocation or in situ developments (Gauntlett et al. 2000). As the discussion
below suggests, however, there are no clear connections. One significant issue is the
development of demonstrable and realistic indicators of social capital. Even if there is
agreement about the indicators to be utilised to usefully measure social wellbeing, it may
be problematic to employ social capital indicators at a programmatic level. Given the
competing and interconnectedness of local and global factors that impact on individual
and community wellbeing, it may be difficult and unrealistic to attribute either the
enhancement or decrease of social capital in a community to one particular program or
set of strategies.

Despite the problematics surrounding social capital, the researchers agreed that, given its
widespread usage, it was important to explore these issues to ascertain the usefulness of
the concept in measuring aspects of social wellbeing in Indigenous contexts.

The second phase cc cf 21 of the methodology to determine wellbeing indicators involved
two things: firstly, identifying the presence of social capital indicators in the analysis of
interviews with stakeholders and tenants in each of the six case study sites; and
secondly, assessing the adequacy and relevance of these widely accepted indicators as
a measure of Indigenous social wellbeing. Discussions pertaining to the fieldwork
analysis can be found in the following chapters.

The social capital indicators examined within this second phase were drawn from local
studies by Hillier et al. (2001) and Gauntlett et al. (2000), and a key Australian study by
Cox (1995). With the exception of ‘level of civil society’, the indicators or measures of
social capital discussed below are located within/across the appropriate wellbeing
categories identified in Table 2. Hillier et al. (2001), for example, drawing on Gauntlett et
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al. (2000), suggest that indicators of social capital can be either positive or negative and
reside in the presence or absence of the following factors/measures:

Level of economic capacity (economic wellbeing);

Rates of crime (including vandalism) (social wellbeing);

Rates of welfare dependency (economic wellbeing);

Health outcomes (physical wellbeing);

Patterns of employment/unemployment (economic wellbeing);

Level of civil society (as defined in Cox's terms — this is a multi-factor indicator)
(social/political wellbeing).

These measures are widely accepted, and information is collected in aggregated form
and readily available through the ABS Census and other surveys. Their presence or
absence across the economic, social and physical dimensions of wellbeing are also
indicators of the existence and scope of social capital within a given community or
population. Other studies (Gauntlett et al. 2000; Tonts et al. 2001) suggest that social
capital is more the glue that binds or the processes that occur between individuals and
groups and institutions, therefore we need to look for indicators that underpin and can
measure these transactions and processes. Cox (1995), for instance, suggests that there
are other elements which are specific indicators necessary for building stronger
communities.

Drawing upon Cox (1995), Hillier et al. (2001) employ a number of indicators as positive
measures of a strong, cohesive and functioning community. These include demonstrating
the presence of:

Knowledge and skills;

Volunteering;

Networks and partnerships;

Community leadership;

Local solutions to local problems;

Community capacity in finding innovative responses to social issues.

It is proposed that these elements are both the means and ends of effective community
participation processes. Given that a number of national and international studies have
highlighted the importance of community participatory processes for effective urban
renewal outcomes and community wellbeing, these elements are included in the
indicators framework as a measure of community wellbeing. At the same time, knowledge
and skills contribute to self-confidence and self-efficacy and the ability to be self-
determining, so constitute indicators of individual wellbeing.

Hillier et al. (2001: 4) summarised six key aspects within the social capital framework
developed by Cox (1995: 16-19):

Trust: a reciprocal respect for each other shared by members of a society, that
includes a positive regard for difference and a sense of mutuality;

Co-operation: a willingness to be involved in shared enterprises that do not depend
on an immediate and concrete equality of exchange but are based on a give-and-take
in which reciprocation is achieved in a more complex way;

Time: that the social world (including employment) is organised in such a way that
people have the capacity to engage with their fellow citizens;

Voluntarism: both the capacity and the willingness to be active in society of people's
own volition (formally and informally);
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Community: the sense that the immediate society within which people live and work is
something which they are part of;

Democracy: that the social and political structures (at all levels) are based on the
involvement of citizens in ways that incorporate all the above.

While this framework is widely applied in mainstream contexts, the analysis of Indigenous
tenants’ experiences in this research suggests that it may be culturally biased and
therefore have less relevance as a framework for measuring the effect (either causal or
co-relational) of New Living on Indigenous social wellbeing.

Although it is widely suggested that urban renewal projects have the potential to increase
social capital (both through the process and as a goal or outcome), Wood (2002)
guestions the links automatically assumed between urban development, social capital
and community sustainability. It is a relationship that requires confirmation through
empirical research.

4.3.3 Place, identity and belonging

An important aspect of this research is an exploration of a sense of ‘place’ and how it is
linked with identity and belonging, and the contribution it makes to individual, family and
community wellbeing in Indigenous contexts. The second phase of the research sought to
identify and measure the relevance and existence of these elements, based on fieldwork
responses and other studies. As Table 2 reveals, current DHW New Living program
indicators do not take elements of psycho-social or spiritual wellbeing into account in
measuring community outcomes.

Discussions with housing professionals were undertaken to determine if the elements of
the wellbeing indicators framework are considered by policy makers and developers
engaged in urban renewal in WA. There is some evidence of DHW recognising the
importance which people attach to place and sense of belonging in the planning and
development of New Living sites. For example, a survey of media release statements for
each project makes it clear that governments, joint venture partners (JVPs) and renewal
professionals place great emphasis on the physical aspects of an area to engender a
sense of belonging and community satisfaction. Urban renewal suburbs are often
renamed and provided with a walled and treed ‘entrance statement’ which defines the
community, creates a new ‘sense of place’ and instils a ‘sense of belonging’, ownership
and community pride. Often this focus on the physical aspects is combined with attention
to activities and processes to bring people together, to celebrate a sense of shared
purpose and to create a sense of social cohesion and wellbeing (Van der Meer and
Nichols 2003). These are positive aspects that can be observed, defined and affirmed by
resident perceptions in determining and giving weight to their presence.

There are also negative aspects which impact adversely on individual, family and
community psycho-social and emotional wellbeing. A few studies (Parry and Strommen
2001; Wood 2002) have highlighted concern for tenants who are relocated and
experience a sense of dislocation — a loss of place and sense of belonging, and a break
in community ties — and diminished social capital. An important aspect of this research
has been to explore the experiences of relocated Indigenous tenants and contextualise
this within the broader history of dislocation and disproportionate levels of disadvantage
experienced by Indigenous people in relation to the wider community. As noted by
Indigenous psychologist Pat Dudgeon (2000), Indigenous identity is linked to cultural
heritage and country, cultural practices, and connections to their community and history.
Dudgeon et al. (2002) claim that it is crucial that Indigenous people are given the
opportunity to define their own sense of place (alluding to self-determination, self-
definition and the sense of self-efficacy and control experienced (Bandura 1997)) as an
important variable of wellbeing. Memmott (2000) emphasises the importance of traditional
links with place or space (rather than structures) in creating culturally significant living
areas among Indigenous Australians. His work highlights the enduring relationship many
Indigenous groups maintain with their traditional land.
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4.3.4 Indigenous self-determination and governance

The discussion shows the interrelationship between many of the indicators within the
wellbeing categories being developed in this research. For instance, while capacity, skills
and knowledge are elements of social capital, they are also essential prerequisites
necessary to achieve self-determination and governance. There are two levels of
indicators considered with respect to the latter. At an individual level, self-determination
and self-governance refer to the conditions that foster characteristics such as self-efficacy
and self-reliance which contribute to individual wellbeing (Bandura 1986, 1997). At a
community or social level, issues of governance are about finding an appropriate balance
between community rights to participation and governmental responsibility and
responsible government, issues that are equally relevant for Indigenous and non-
Indigenous groups.

Several studies (cited in Wood et al. 2002) caution against using notions of community
building, social capital and community governance to justify placing all responsibility back
onto individuals and communities. Indigenous leaders and community groups are critical
of governments using superficial community development and participatory processes
that allow them to engage in ‘buck passing’ and lip service (Wood 2002). Governments
have a fundamental responsibility to secure individual rights to housing, health, education
and employment to achieve overall community wellbeing. Article 11 of the United Nations
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights recognises ‘the right of everyone to an
adequate standard of living for themselves and their family, including adequate food,
clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living conditions’.
Governments have a responsibility to ensure that processes are in place with the
necessary resources to facilitate community participation in determining appropriate and
inclusive policies, programs and services in these areas. A report by the Council of
Australian Governments (2002) acknowledges the need for more flexible regional specific
programs to achieve Indigenous wellbeing.

Article 1 of the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights asserts that ‘All
peoples have the right of self-determination’. An earlier study by the authors suggests
that Indigenous participation in community governance is essential for the realisation of
Indigenous self-determination and the achievement of culturally appropriate outcomes in
housing in urban and regional contexts (Walker, Ballard and Taylor 2002: vii). As
discussed earlier, the evidence of a recognition of and commitment to Indigenous self-
determination and community governance are indicators of individual and community
elements of social and political wellbeing.

According to the Australia Institute (2000), self-determination involves people or a
community ‘having a right and ability to determine its own priorities and design its own
instruments of governance’. Drawing on this notion, Indigenous self-determination
requires funding and partnership arrangements that recognise, facilitate and allow
Indigenous governance, and enable Indigenous bodies to determine their own priorities
and strategies. Indigenous self-determination requires a commitment to genuine
partnership and dual accountability that ‘acknowledges that Indigenous people have
fundamental rights to have access to funds and services which can contribute to their
social and economic wellbeing’ (Walker et al. 2002: 27).

Consistent with this broader issue of governance, the research identified those processes
that facilitate and maximise Indigenous involvement in all phases of the New Living
planning, implementing and monitoring and evaluation cycle. Similarly, when measuring
Indigenous self-determination, the researchers asked tenants whether they felt that they
had control over the process, and whether their needs and interests were met throughout
the process.

4.3.5 Participation and community involvement

The links between community participation, democratic decision-making processes and
community building and community wellbeing are widely accepted (Stevenson 1998).
Wood et al. (2002) also acknowledge a growing recognition that neither the state nor the

28



market can adequately or appropriately provide for disadvantaged communities without
their active and continual involvement. Wood et al. (2002: v) claim that urban renewal is
not a sustainable process without active community involvement. It is also recognised
that consensus achieved through community participation generally reflects dominant
discourses and practices which can overlook Indigenous tenant needs and concerns. As
Stevenson (1998: 136) argues, neither the state nor its agencies should be regarded as
‘a neutral forum to which a plurality of interests have equal access’. Bohl (2000: 773) is
also sceptical of achieving genuine participation and decision making within ‘very low
income housing’ projects. These concerns are supported by findings from a study of six
urban/community renewal sites in New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria by Wood
et al. (2002). Their study of community participation identified a low ‘collective self-
esteem’ as a result of poverty, drugs, poor literacy and anxiety. They concluded that the
combination of ‘poverty, stigma and unfair treatment’ poses significant barriers to
community participation in urban renewal projects (Wood et al. 2002: 37).

The literature pertaining to urban renewal emphasises the importance of using
appropriate developmental or ‘community development’ processes to achieve a sense of
community (Ife 1995; Stringer 1997). Few studies provide any clear strategic direction
forward, but there are a few examples of creative approaches in WA (Shelter WA 2000)
where marginalised groups, including Indigenous groups, have been effectively engaged
in community building processes, with highly successful outcomes. In particular, the
cultural mapping by the Community Arts Network of WA employed in the New North, New
Living project has proved effective in this regard. Cultural mapping entails identifying and
documenting local cultural resources including tangibles (e.g. galleries, craft industries,
distinctive landmarks, local events and industries) and intangibles (e.g. memories,
personal histories, attitudes and values) (Commonwealth Department of Communication
and the Arts (1994) cited in Kasat 2000: 33). Kasat outlines a two-pronged approach
used with two distinct groups (youth and people with disabilities) in New North, New
Living in order to:

Increase participation, address the perceived lack of safety in the community,
strengthen networks, engage these groups in creative activities, and raise awareness
of issues affecting people with disabilities; and at the same time

Form the basis of a participatory consultation strategy that would contribute to policy
formulation.

This approach is based on the belief that:

an action based consultation method that is participative and engaging will allow for
young people to explore issues in a creative manner, assisting young people in
formulating their own solutions to the issue of safety, community participation and
community ownership (Kasat 2000).

4.4 Demographic, social and economic indicators

There are a number of ABS Census characteristics which are included in the wellbeing
framework to identify specific trends and changes for Indigenous people in comparison to
the wider population. Demographic variables including marital status, number of
dependents, Aboriginality and several characteristics known to indicate issues of
significance were chosen to inform the analysis. The following were included as
indicators in the social and economic categories within the wellbeing framework:

Levels of disadvantage (across all social and economic indicators);
Overcrowding (more than six people);

Access to a motor vehicle;

Work travel;

Income;
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Tenure ;
Rent costs;
Length of time in present dwelling (housing stability).

These indicators are used to gauge the impact of key characteristics on the
neighbourhood as a whole and to provide a broad picture of the positive and negative
influences of urban renewal strategies on individual and community social and economic
wellbeing.

4.5 Reviewing current New Living indicators

This section identifies existing New Living goals, performance indicators (including
indicators of wellbeing) and intended program outcomes stated by DHW (see Table 2),
and reviews the extent to which these align with the indicators developed in Table 1 to
take account of Indigenous wellbeing. This process enabled the researchers to consider
the appropriateness of existing DHW indicators to measure Indigenous wellbeing, in light
of the revised wellbeing framework which incorporates Indigenous perspectives based on
an analysis of fieldwork findings and further literature. It also provided a basis to identify
additional indicators that better measure the effect of the New Living program on
Indigenous and wider community wellbeing.

This methodological process confirmed the relevance, appropriateness and feasibility of
the wellbeing framework for monitoring and evaluating the New Living program on a site-
by-site basis. Fieldwork responses gathered from all stakeholders were analysed in
accordance with the wellbeing categories/category systems (Table 2) to identify
perspectives and experiences.

Based on urban renewal literature and studies by Hillier et al. (2001) and Gauntlett et al.
(2000), particular questions were asked to consider the efficacy/relevance of social
capital indicators (as discussed in Section 4.3.2) to measure the intended outcomes of
the New Living goals, ‘improving the social mix’ and ‘creating a satisfied community’.

Table 3: Existing and proposed New Living indicators and Indigenous wellbeing framework

Proposed
wellbeing
indicators
(including
Indigenous)

New Living

Existing
performance
indicators

Existing
wellbeing
measures

Intended

oals
9 outcomes

(DHW)

Reduce

Specify level of

Rents and

Refer to social mix

public reduction purchase prices and community
housing to Specify economic | of house within satisfaction below
between demographics affordable range
10% and pre- and post- for people on
20% ?7? renewal (ABS low to moderate
[elsewhere | Atlas) income
the target is
given as O
11% to 12%] =
Refurbish Specify number Rising housing Create O| Number of houses
houses for prices sustainable % purchased by
sale Local communities | O] Indigenous
. L .
businesses households relative

rejuvenated

Upgrade and

Specify number of

to non-Indigenous in
same SES

Tenant satisfaction

refurbish houses with quality of rental
public rental | refurbished housing pre- and
housing Level of post-renewal

occupancy pre-
and post-renewal
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New Living
goals

(DHW)

Reduce
social stigma

Existing
performance
indicators

Increased level of
rental occupancy
(or reduction in
rental vacancies
Increased level of
purchase at
specified prices
Increase in
property prices

Existing
wellbeing
measures

Encourage
sense of
added
security for
residents by

Removal of anti-
social venues
(e.g. dark streets,
drains, enclosed
bus shelters)

Lighting,
security patrols,
increase use of
public spaces

eliminating Increased street
areas which | and park lighting
provided Reduction in
venues for crimes (burglary,
anti-social vandalism)
behaviour Reduction in
security call-outs
Improve the | Specify social and
social mix economic
demographics
pre- and post-
renewal (ABS
Atlas)
Create a Lower turnover of | ‘Entrance
satisfied rental properties statement’
community Reduction in Estate name
graffiti, vandalism | Rents and

etc.

Reduction in
vacancy rates
Access to
services, health,
shopping,
transport etc.

purchase prices
of house within
affordable range
for people on
low to moderate
income
Attractive
landscaped
environment
Increase in local
business
Transport
proximity

Urban
landscaping and
beautification,
e.g. trees and
parks

Intended
outcomes

Increase
social capital

Build and
strengthen
communities

Contribute to
community
wellbeing

SOCIAL

Proposed
wellbeing
indicators
(including
Indigenous)
Resident
perceptions
Community
perceptions
Number of houses
purchased by
Indigenous
households

Perceived sense of
safety

Increased level of
activity on streets
(walking dogs,
jogging, kids playing
etc.).

Relationships
between family,
friends, work
colleagues

Social structures

Resident and
relocated tenant
perceptions

Level of community
involvement
Perceived sense of
community

EMOTIONAL

Resident and
relocated tenant
perceptions

Level of community
involvement
Perceived sense of
community

CULTURAL

Indigenous names
for
specific/significant
heritage sites
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Proposed

Intended wellbeing

goals performance wellbeing OULCOMES indicators
(DHW) indicators measures (including

Indigenous)

Good governance
Partnership
Indigenous self-
determination

New Living Existing Existing

Triple bottom
line

SOCIAL/

The existing DHW performance indicators and social indicators only capture some of the
elements of wellbeing listed in Table 2 and do not seem to include family and social
functioning, identified by Trewin (2001) and Zubrick et al. (2001) as important measures
of and crucial to social wellbeing. While DHW measures economic and community
wellbeing, this does not extend to other categories such as emotional, spiritual and
cultural wellbeing. Further, existing New Living categories/indicators do not adequately
address developments at a local community or individual household level — an issue
suggested by interviews with tenants and housing stakeholders (see following chapters).
Nevertheless, individuals and families are important units of measure believed to
ultimately impact upon a community’s social capital (Trewin 2001; Winter 2002; Zubrick et
al. 2001) and can provide vital measures of program effectiveness. Discussions with
Indigenous households identified very real and positive outcomes and overall satisfaction
at an individual household level in each of these New Living sites. This highlights the
potential for DHW to utilise the indicator framework to monitor program impacts upon
Indigenous and community wellbeing.

Fieldwork findings (discussed in the following chapters) confirm that existing wellbeing
indicators and measures are useful to gauge the extent of social capital for individuals,
and within and between groups. For example, existing mainstream indicators of social
capital to measure community and social wellbeing require evidence of all members of a
community engaging in volunteering and reciprocity. Cox’s (1995) social capital
measures can usefully inform a consolidated set of indicators to inform the analysis,
especially in measuring community relations. For example, applying the indicators
framework to measure the impact of New Living tenure diversification upon community
relations means that evidence of the elements of trust, cooperation and voluntarism
within Indigenous and non-Indigenous interactions and within and between groups in the
community needs to be sought.

The concept of trust or ‘reciprocal respect for each other’, which includes a positive
regard for difference and a sense of mutuality, was seemingly missing, as indicated by
the experiences of Indigenous tenants and other stakeholders. Moreover, discussions
about cooperation, reciprocity and voluntarism within the field suggest that Indigenous
people were reluctant ‘to be involved in shared enterprises’ in the broader community
because of lack of confidence and capacity, feelings of being marginalised or of being
different, and other complex issues.

Because these social capital indicators reflect a particular set of values and cultural bias,
it is questionable as to how adequate or useful they are as a measure of Indigenous
community wellbeing. For example, they fail to capture legitimate and important
transactions of volunteering and reciprocity that occur within Indigenous extended family
and community but do not necessarily extend to support Indigenous and non-Indigenous
relations. As a consequence, these intra-group and familial transactions may be
overlooked when using current measures for determining the impact of the New Living
program on Indigenous people. For instance, existing DHW measures do not necessarily
consider how tenure diversification strategies, integral to the New Living goals of
improving the social mix and the creation of a stronger, satisfied community, may erode
or enhance social capital from an Indigenous perspective.
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Other elements of Cox’s social capital framework to measure the deeper, social and
political components of community building and social cohesion that impact on
community societal wellbeing include:

Community: the sense of being a part of the immediate society within which people
live and work;

Time: the temporal and organisational capacity to engage with fellow citizens;

Democracy: the active, productive and participatory involvement in the social and
political structures (at all levels) of all citizens in ways that incorporate each of the six
key elements.

These elements of social capital, while important measures of community wellbeing, fall
short in capturing the critical social and political elements of Indigenous individual and
community wellbeing. As several other studies have shown, the existence of political and
social equality, partnership and self-determination are critical measures of Indigenous
community wellbeing (Smith 2005), and the existence of a sense of self-efficacy,
belongingness and acceptance are crucial indicators of individual wellbeing (Ministerial
Council on Education, Employment and Youth Affairs 2001a, 2001b). The wellbeing
framework developed in this research attempts to overcome any shortcomings with
current measures of community wellbeing, including Cox’s social capital framework, and
provides a conceptual and analytical framework to assess the particular impact of New
Living on Indigenous wellbeing.
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5 ISSUES OF GOVERNANCE, PARTICIPATION AND
CONTROL

5.1 Introduction

This chapter begins with a brief discussion of issues of governance, consultation and