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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Commonwealth and State Governments spend very large amounts of money on
housing assistance. They provide housing of particular types in particular locations,
with specific affordability outcomes. The housing or shelter impacts of these
interventions are reasonably well understood. However, given the capacity of
housing to affect many other elements of people’s lives, an important question is the
extent to which housing assistance impacts on a range of what could be called non-
shelter or non housing outcomes including the impact of housing on one’s health,
employment prospects and the educational outcomes of children.

An understanding of non-shelter impacts is important for a variety of reasons. Firstly,
if it can be shown that spending on housing has a variety of non-shelter benefits that
may reduce the call on government funds in the short, medium and long term, this is
an important argument to make when negotiating with Treasuries and others for
housing assistance funds. Secondly, the type or “design” of housing assistance
might have significant impacts on the non-shelter benefits — this would have
implications for SHAs and others in the delivery of housing assistance. Thirdly, non-
shelter benefits might vary between different target groups (e.g. aged persons,
singles, single parents etc). This outcome might affect the allocation process within
SHAs.

Whilst the issue of non-shelter outcomes has been part of the academic debate for a
number of years, the research with a clear housing policy focus has been much more
limited. Much of the research has been undertaken overseas, particularly in the
United Kingdom and the USA. The different housing and welfare framework in other
countries means that the findings of international studies may not be directly
comparable. Some recent quantitative work has been done in Australia - mainly
sponsored by AHURI. However, the work was limited to examining cross sectional
data that was generated by previous studies.

In examining the non shelter impacts of housing it is considered that non-shelter
impacts could be classified functionally into impacts related to tenure, dwelling, area,
neighbours, community and after housing income levels. This framework will be
used in the longitudinal study that will form the basis of this research project. It is
proposed that a study of about 350 households recently allocated public housing in
Sydney and Brisbane using a face to face survey approach, combined with a smaller
survey of community housing and a qualitative study will be used to examine non-
shelter impacts.



1. INTRODUCTION

Commonwealth and State Governments spend very large amounts of money on
housing assistance. They provide housing of particular types in particular locations,
with specific affordability outcomes. The housing or shelter impacts of these
interventions are reasonably well understood. However, given the capacity of
housing to affect many other elements of people’s lives, an important question is the
extent to which housing assistance impacts on a range of what could be called non-
shelter or non housing outcomes including the impact of housing on one’s health,
employment prospects and the educational outcomes of children.

An understanding of non-shelter impacts is important for a variety of reasons. Firstly,
if it can be shown that spending on housing has a variety of non-shelter benefits that
may reduce the call on government funds in the short, medium and long term, this is
an important argument to make when negotiating with Treasuries and others for
housing assistance funds. Secondly, the type or “design” of housing assistance
might have significant impacts on the non-shelter benefits — this would have
implications for SHAs and others in the delivery of housing assistance. Thirdly, non-
shelter benefits might vary between different target groups (e.g. aged persons,
singles, single parents etc). This outcome might affect the allocation process within
SHAs.

Whilst the issue of non-shelter outcomes has been part of the academic debate for a
number of years', the research with a clear housing policy focus has been much
more limited. This project attempts to fill this housing research gap. In order to
investigate the extent and nature of non-shelter outcomes, AHURI has sponsored a
research project being undertaken by the University of Sydney. This paper reviews
the literature in this area and outlines the method that the project will use to assess
the non-shelter impacts of housing assistance.

! For example, geographers have been writing about the impact of location on the access to awide range of goods
and services for over thirty years (see, for example, Harvey (1973)).



2. POLICY RELEVANCE

2.1 Context

Government’s role in housing assistance is at a cross-roads in Australia. Funding
levels through the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement have been steadily
reducing since the mid-1990’s. At the same time, expenditure on rent assistance has
increased?.

Changed taxation arrangements with the introduction of the Goods and Services Tax
will alter the relative revenue raising capacities of the Commonwealth, and States
and Territories. The questionable commitment of some States in the past to
government’s role in housing assistance throws further doubt over the future financial
commitment of governments to housing assistance.

2.2 Research policy objectives

In this context understanding the role that housing plays becomes central to resolving
issues of future funding of housing assistance programs. Housing practitioners have
long argued that housing assistance is a social program with considerable leverage —
that is, expenditure on housing results in savings that exceed that expenditure
through other Government programs, such as health care, family support, education
and the criminal justice system. Testing this hypothesis is the central rationale for
this research project.

As Government revenue continues to decline, and demand for social services grows
with our ageing population, choosing between very worthwhile social programs will
increasingly become the unenviable task of central agencies and Government budget
committees. Understanding the causes of core social problems, such as inherited
disadvantage and the accompanying growth in a semi-permanent under-class in this
country, becomes crucial to this decision making process. This research is intended
to help to build an evidence base that sheds light on the assertion that housing
assistance is a very effective and efficient method of tackling the causes of social
problems such as these.

While helping to inform Government's macro-funding decision making processes, this
research is also intended to help resolve strategic policy challenges facing State and
Territory Housing Authorities. As funding has declined in recent years, most housing
authorities have been forced to re-examine underlying policy assumptions regarding
targeting, eligibility and entitlements. Who gets assisted, and how much assistance
is provided, become more critical questions as capacity relative to demand declines.

More specifically the aims of this research project include:
1. To describe the key non-shelter impacts of different modes of housing provision;

2. To examine how non-shelter impacts change as a result of different types of
shelter provision i.e. to examine the interaction between these two groups of
variables;

3. To understand how critical shelter and non-shelter aspects interact and to theorise
about the causal connections between government housing assistance and a
range of non-shelter outcomes including employment outcomes and receipt of
government support;

2 A good summary of housing assistance trends has been published by AHURI in their Fact Sheet 3 for the
Australian Housing Policy Project (http://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/policyproject/pdf/fact3_housingfunding.pdf)



4. To use the outputs from the first three aims to describe the changed social and
economic well-being of individuals and families before and after receipt of

housing assistance and other housing changes which include tenure, location
and type;

5. To assess the benefits/disadvantages/outcomes of different tenures and forms of
housing assistance for different socio-demographic groups and locations; and

6. To examine the relative importance of price and non-price characteristics of public
rental housing for different socio-demographic groups of public housing tenants.



3. LITERATURE REVIEW

3.1 A framework for analysis

Before beginning the literature review on non shelter outcomes it is useful to explore
the development of a framework that can help categorise the variety of non-shelter
outcomes.

This framework recognises the relatively unique nature of a good — not only does
housing provide the benefits of shelter but it also provides, through its location,
access to a further bundle of goods and services. The fact that housing is provided
in a fixed location means that it can also generate a number of positive or negative
local impacts. Moreover, since housing is usually the single most expensive outlay
for low to middle income families, housing costs can affect a household’s ability to
purchase other goods and services.

In developing a framework it is useful to start with the characteristics of the dwelling.
For example, a house that is cold and damp can have a direct impact on the health of
its residents. A house that is not matched to the needs of the household occupying it
(e.g. it is too small) can have dramatic impacts on things like educational outcomes
for children living in the house.

The next step in the hierarchy relates to the nature of the area that the house is
located in. Some of these are local effects (e.g. the impact of traffic noise on sleep)
whilst others are more regionally based (e.g. access to tertiary education or major
hospitals). These outcomes are locational in nature — they relate to the physical and
infrastructural characteristics of the area.

The next part of the framework highlights the impacts of neighbours on non-shelter
outcomes. In extreme cases it is clear that neighbours can have dramatic impacts on
the health and well being of residents. Given the magnitude of these impacts it is
considered worthwhile to identify them as a separate component of the framework.

Going beyond the neighbour effect, it is also clear from the literature that the local
community® can have an impact on non-shelter outcomes for households. For
example, the nature of the local community can have major impacts on the
expectations of young people. Note there is a major distinction between area and
community effects- the community refers to the impact of people whilst area effects
refer to the influence of goods/services/facilities. Note however that in some studies,
particularly in the US, these two concepts are combined and referred to as
neighbourhood effects.

Next, it is clear that characteristics of the tenure can have a significant impact on
non-shelter impacts. For example, a major non-shelter impact relates to the instability
of households operating in the private rental market. Whilst many households
consider the nature of the dwellings available in the private rental market to be
adequate, they are concerned by the impact of frequent moves on educational and
social outcomes of their children (Phibbs, 2001).

A summary of this framework is shown in Figure 1.

3 Thelocal community can be defined as the social group who residein a particular locality



Figure 1. A framework for examining non-shelter impacts

Nature and level of housing assistance

Tenure

V Vv Vv Vv
Neighbours Dwelling Area Community

Disposable income after housing costs

3.2 Introducing the Review

Until recently little had been written in this country on the relationship between
housing and non-shelter outcomes. There are some exceptions, however, such as
the landmark study by Paul Pholeros of the housing conditions and health status of
indigenous Australians (Pholeros, 1993). This study compared the rates of infection
for particular diseases before and after essential health hardware maintenance and
improvements (health hardware is the term used to describe basic sanitation
requirements such as clean running water, waste drainage and removal, etc.) The
study indicated that improvements to basic health hardware drastically reduced the
rates of eye and skin infection.

Thanks in part to the funding of the Australian Housing Research Fund, and the
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, research in this field is now
growing. Of particular interest are:

Phibbs, P; Kennedy R and Tippet V (1999) “A Scoping Study to Identify and
Design a Methodology to Measure the Social and Economic Impacts of
Unmet Housing Need,” unpublished report funded by the Australian Housing
Research Fund®.

Mullins P, Western J and Broadbent B (2001) “The links between housing and
nine key socio cultural factors: A review of the evidence” AHURI Positioning
Paper, Melbourne
(http://www.ahuri.edu.au/pubs/positioning/pp_housingnon.pdf)

Waters, Anne-Marie (NATSEM) (2001), “Do Housing Conditions Impact on
Health Inequalities Between Australia’s Rich and Poor?” AHURI Positioning
Paper, Melbourne.
(http://www.ahuri.edu.au/pubs/finalreports/final_healthinequal.pdf).

4 A briefer version of thisreport is available in Phibbs P (2000)



These three works have provided insight into some relationships between housing
and non-shelter outcomes. In particular, the links between housing and health are
explored in some depth in the recent AHURI Positioning Paper by Waters. Housing
and health appears to be the relationship that has also received the most research
attention internationally (see, for example, Thompson et al, 2001).

Other relationships between housing and non-shelter outcomes have received less
attention. This literature review briefly examines some of these other relationships,
and then focuses on one particular link — that between housing and schooling. This
emphasis has been adopted in part because of the importance of the issue of early
child development in the national policy agenda, and secondly because this topic
was not adequately addressed in the earlier literature reviews cited above.

The review will examine the existing literature and then provide some example of
linkages between housing and the particular non-shelter outcomes using the
framework shown in Figure 1.

The review will examine in detail the following areas:

e Housing and health;

e Housing and crime;

¢ Housing and employment; and

e Housing and education

3.3 Housing and Health

As mentioned, the relationship between housing and health has received some
recent attention in Australia, and it is not the intention of this paper to duplicate this
recent work.

In particular, the recently released AHURI report, “Do Housing Conditions Impact on
Health Inequalities Between Australia’s Rich and Poor?” prepared by the Australian
National University Research Centre examined the body of research that exists
regarding the link between housing and health, and concluded that:
“Numerous reviews and studies in the academic literature point to an
association between various aspects of housing and health. However,
despite the evidence linking housing to health, the direction of causality
between housing and health is often unclear.” (Waters,2001, piii)

The study also suggested that (piii):

» Evidence suggests that overcrowded dwellings are associated with greater risk of
infectious disease and poor mental health;

» People that are living in dwellings that are damp,cold or mouldy are at greater
risk of respiratory conditions, meningococcal infection and asthm.

» There appears to be little quantitative work on this subject in Australia

Another AHURI study (Mullins et al, 2001) also examined the literature on the
relationship between housing and health. This study made the following conclusions

(p24):
e Poor housing has a clear negative impact on residents’ health, although the
illnesses tend not to be among the most serious.

« The most significant impacts result from cold, dampness, and mould.
» Overcrowding can cause mental illness

« Homelessness can be caused by poor health, it causes ill health, and it
aggravates poor health



e Poorly designed housing predisposes accidents with children and the elderly
being particularly affected. Accidents took the form, for example, of falls and
burns.

e« There is an urgent need for far more research focusing on the causal link
between housing quality and health.

Earlier work funded by the Australian Housing Research Fund concluded that:

“..the literature review uncovered a great deal of information on the
association between housing and health however there is very little
quantitative information about the direct health costs of inadequate housing.

Typically, a direct link between housing and health has been assumed. There
are, however, a number of studies that have attempted to demonstrate a clear
causal relationship between housing conditions and health outcomes. Most
of these studies conclude that housing plays an integral role in the
maintenance of health. However, it is widely acknowledged that a range of
interacting socio-economic factors also significantly influence health status.
These socio-economic factors are difficult to control in a research setting and
it is therefore difficult to isolate the specific health costs (or benefits)
attributable to housing and it is to housing. Generally, “the effects of poor
housing are difficult to quantify. Often, they are indirect. For example,
crowding or room density may not be as important as social relationships
within the home or community”. (Gesler, et. al 1980) quoted in Phibbs (2000,
ppl3-14)

A very similar view has been put in a recent review of housing and health studies
quoted in the British Medical Journal (Thompson et al, 2001). The study examined a
range of studies where housing conditions had been improved and examined the
impact on health outcomes. The authors conclude that:

“Many studies showed health gains after the intervention, but the small study
populations and lack of controlling for confounders limit the generalisability of
these findings.”.... “The lack of evidence linking housing and health may be
attributable to pragmatic difficulties with housing studies as well as the
political climate in the United Kingdom. A holistic approach is needed that
recognizes the multifactorial and complex nature of poor housing and
deprivation. Large scale studies that investigate the wider social context of
housing interventions are required.”

(Thompson et al, 2001, p187)

The two AHURI projects, referred to above, did undertake some empirical analysis
on the linkage between housing and health. However, since they used two snapshot
surveys (a previous telephone survey in one case and the 1995 National Health
Survey in another) it was difficult to make strong conclusions from the analysis.

The longitudinal nature of the current study has the potential to uncover some richer
relationships. However, it is unlikely that this study will be able to go beyond
establishing associations between housing and health. Limitations of the current
study in generating causal links include:

e« Complex level of interactions between housing and health mentioned in other
studies

* No medical experts on the research team;
e Lack of a control group;

However this study may reveal some additional material on the relationship between
housing and wellbeing, since this is a particular focus of the current study.

The linkages between housing and health are summarised in Figure 2.



Figure 2 Housing and health outcomes Possible linkages (a)
Tenure
(stable tenures may lead to better relationships with GP
etc, carers)
i i i i
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Neighbours | Dwelling Area Community
Relationship I mpact of Physical Links between
between Cold/damp/ access to inequality and
neighbours dusty/unsafe medical health
and wellbeing dwellings services Availability of

support network
(a) Stronger linkages are shown in bold

3.4 Housing and Crime
Introduction

There is often considered to be a relationship between housing and crime. For
example, it is often considered that concentrations of public housing are associated
with crime®. But to what extent are the two related and how could changed housing
circumstances lead to changes in the non-shelter outcomes associated with changed
crime?

Before examining the issue of housing and crime in more detail, it is worthwhile to
first examine the issue of what are the causes of crime. A review of the causes of
crime can help suggest the ways in which housing and crime may interact and to
identify in more detail the linkages between housing and crime.

The causes of crime®

Another way to examine the causes of crime is to examine what factors increase the
risk of criminal behaviour. When examining these risk factors it is useful to make a
distinction between proximate and distal causes of crime. Proximate causes are
those which immediately precede criminal behaviour (e.g. association with delinquent
peers), whilst distal causes are those which are more remote.

The risk factors can be examined in relation to both individuals and places. Each of
these will be examined in turn.

® Following a particular concentration of media attention on issues relating to public housing and crime in Sydney
in 1997, the Department of Housing funded the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research to conduct research
on the relationship between the two.

® This section is based on Weatherburn (2001)



Crime prone individuals

Family factors:

A number of family factors appear to be related to increased risks of criminal
behavior including:

e Parental neglect (e.g. poor parental supervision, inadequate child-parent
interaction);

» Parental conflict (e.g. harsh or erratic discipline)
e Deviant parent behaviours;
e Family disruption (e.g. chronic spousal conflict)

School performance and intelligence

Offenders are nearly always found to be less intelligent on average than offenders
and to do more poorly at school

The influence of delinquent peers

It has been known for a long time that young people who associate with delinquent
peers are much more likely to get involved in crime.

Poverty and unemployment

Individuals at the lower end of the socio-economic status scale are more likely to
participate in crime

Substance abuse

A number of studies have highlighted the relationship between alcohol consumption
and crime, especially criminal violence. By way of contrast, the use of illicit drugs
does not seem to exert any direct pharmacological effect on an individual's
propensity to engage in crime. However, the need of drug addicts to fund their habit
leads to increased levels of crime.

Crime Prone Places

Weatherburn (2001, p6) makes the point that “it is much harder to measure and
monitor the factors which lead to crime prone communities than it is to measure the
factors which lead to crime prone individuals”.

Clearly, partly the reason why some places are crime prone is because they are
places where large numbers of crime prone people live. However, it is also true that
neighbourhoods are crime prone because they contain “attractive commercial or
residential targets or criminal opportunities which attract both resident and non-
resident offenders” (Weatherburn, 2001,p6).

Poverty, Unemployment and Inequality

Poverty, unemployment and income inequality have all consistently been found to
render areas crime prone.

Criminal opportunity

In addition to economic and social disadvantage, offenders commit more crime when
there are more opportunities for committing it. The opportunities include:

e Lax physical security;

e Lax personal security;

* Lax law enforcement

« High levels of alcohol consumption

« Attractive commercial or residential targets
» Easy opportunities for selling stolen goods.



Weak informal social controls
Weatherburn (2001,p6) suggests:

“closely related to the issue of criminal opportunity is what some have called
“informal social control” ... this term refers to the capacity of a community or
neighbourhood to police itself. Informal social control occurs, for example,
when residents of a neighbourhood are willing to confront juveniles engaging
in vandalism”

Areas of reduced levels of informal social control tend to have higher levels of crime
and violence’. One of the factors that seems to lead to reduced levels of informal
social controls is high levels of population turnover.

Gangs and organised crime

The crime problems of an area can be magnified by the emergence of gangs or other
kinds of criminal groupings/organisation.

The relationship between Housing and Crime

This review of the causes of crime would suggest that housing could have a role to
play in making places more susceptible to crime. This could be considered under the
heading of criminal opportunity discussed above.

However, it is probably fair to say that the relationship between housing and crime is
not well understood. While there is a great deal of theory suggesting that poor
quality design and housing layout can facilitate crime, there is no conclusive
evidence to prove such claims.

This notion that poor quality design and housing layout can affect crime levels was
forcibly made by Oscar Newman (1972) in his work ‘Defensible Space’. However, it
is worth noting that criminal opportunity was one of only a number of factors leading
to increased risks of crime discussed above. Hence, other commentators have
argued that design may control the types and locations of crime, but will not attack
the principle causes of crime which are widely thought to be socio-economic in origin.
(see, for example, Gold, 1970)

Studies of housing and crime

In one study, data from a Sheffield survey was used to test whether crime patterns
varied with design features, with particular attention on the problem of high rise
developments. While some small variations in crime rates were found, the results did
not show high rise flats to be at a distinct disadvantage (Mawby, 1977).

One of the more comprehensive studies of housing and crime investigated the
relationship between public housing and crime levels across the Sydney metropolitan
area for the NSW Department of Housing (Matka, 1997). The study investigated the
extent to which the design of public housing estates and the concentration of public
tenants influences crime levels. While the study did not disprove the hypothesis that
design influences crime, it recognised the importance of the socio-economic profile of
persons residing in public housing estates. The report concluded that neither the
percentage of public renters nor the level of dispersal of public housing or the type of
housing found in a postcode exerts much effect on it's crime rate when social and
economic factors are taken into account. It went on to indicate that the statistical
association between public housing and recorded crime is largely, if not entirely, a
consequence of the fact that public renters are more likely to be crime victims or
offenders rather than a consequence of the physical design or planning of public
housing.

7 See, for example, Sampson et al (1997)
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The cost benefit analysis of social problems in Airds, Campbelltown compared data
on the incidence and type of crimes in Airds with crime rates in other areas. The
report noted that high crime rates in Airds contributed to much higher administrative
costs due to high levels of resident turnover. It was found that Airds had a
significantly higher crime rate than the other areas surveyed and that significant cost
savings would result from the ‘normalisation’ of crime in this area. The report also
reviewed a number of studies on the relationship between housing and crime and
concluded that “strategies where physical redesign was the major or only strategy
employed, have shown to have little or no impact on actual crime rates in these
areas.” (Stubbs, 1996;p28) The report also pointed out that any strategy based on
the relocation of ‘problem’ individuals would simply transfer the costs of crime
elsewhere resulting in no net benefit to society.

The report indicated that the major determinants of crime are:
» the demographic mix of the population;

» the length of tenure of the residents;

» the presence and concentration of “problem” individuals;
* alack of entry level jobs;

» lack of community participation; and,

e multi-factor variables of disadvantage such as poverty, unemployment,
intergenerational dependence on welfare, and physically and emotionally
deprived backgrounds generally®.

(Stubbs, 1996; p29)

To conclude, poor housing design is not a significant determinant of high crime rates
in areas of high concentrations of socio-economic disadvantage (Stubbs, 1996).
However, the fact that large housing estates and high rates of socio-economic
deprivation are inextricably linked means that housing issues cannot be taken out of
the equation altogether. (Matka, 1997). The situation is well summarized by
Ambrose (1996,p27):
“The connection between housing and crime is much less straight forward
than that between housing and health. Although there are clear spatial
concentrations of crime and associations between patterns of victimisation
and particular types of housing, the mechanisms are complex

The conclusions in this section mirror the conclusions of Mullins et al (2001).
» Housing per se does not cause crime.

e Low income housing areas, and public housing estates in particular, tend to have
a higher incidence of crime and a disproportionate concentration of those with
criminal records.

* While architecture and urban design may have some influence on preventing and
reducing crime, their influence is limited because the causes of crime are rooted
in a complex interplay of socio cultural, socioeconomic, and socio political forces.

 Community mobilisation, and thus the use of local social networks, may
contribute to the prevention and reduction of some crimes in residential areas.

The possible linkages between housing and crime are summarised in Figure 3.

8 Note that these findings are quite consistent with the Weatherburn review at the start of the section
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Figure 3 Housing and crime outcomes Possible linkages (a)

Tenure:

May affect ability to install adequate security

Stability may affect ability to provide informal surveillance

<_____________
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\ \
Neighbours Dwelling Area Community
May provide Poor Crimetargets, Community may
surveillance or security/vulner large number exert greater
delinquent abledesign of licensed informal social
peers premises or controlsor
vulnerable provide
location delinquent peers

Disposable income after housing costs

(a) Stronger linkages are shown in bold
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3.5 Housing and employment®
3.5.1 Introduction

Many factors may impact on an individual’s ability and desire to seek, find and retain
employment. A tenant’s age, work experience, level of education and training, health
and wellbeing, and responsibilities to care for dependants or others, for example,
have obvious effects.’® So also may a person’s self-confidence and perception of
self — this may affect someone’s desire to seek work. Beyond education and job
skills, other factors:

“that impede a person’s chances for financial self-sufficiency ...[include]
domestic violence, alcohol or drug addiction, mental, physical and emotional
health problems, children with severe behavioural problems or disabilities,
inadequate parenting skills, and criminal records.” (Bryson, 2000;p21)

The availability of work in a region due to prevailing economic conditions will play a
significant role. Structural and environmental factors affect the labour market. The
success of the economy, the availability of jobs, the unemployment rate and the
existence of welfare programs which help people address problems that may lead to
a loss of a job will have an influence on employment.

However, housing itself may also bear an important influence on the labour force
participation of tenants. Previous research has indicated that the range of factors
identified in the framework in Section 3.1 are significant in relation to housing and
employment. Each of these will now be considered in turn.

3.5.2 Reviewing the relationship between housing and employment

Tenure
The stability provided by secure tenure is important.

As Bryson (2000;p22-23) has concluded:-

“having a secure place to live makes it easier to cope with other parts of life
that may make one lose a job. By contrast, having to move, especially often,
simply makes it harder to keep a job.”

The Queensland Department of Housing’'s Bayside Public Housing Client Survey
(Epic Pty Ltd et al, 2000), for instance, explored through focus groups involving
applicants, tenants and ex-tenants whether public housing facilitates or constrains
the participation of its clients in employment, education and other services. In the
Bayside study, a number of participants felt their stable public housing address would
help the process of applying for a job. However, in one case there was some
concern that the stigma associated with being a public tenant in a particular area
would

® The authors thanks Greg Hall from the Queensland Department of Housing for providing the material for this

section

10 Research undertaken by HUD in the United States has found that the public housing tenants it profiled would

have more barriers to overcome than other job seekers. Welfare tenants were less likely to have a high school

education than other welfare recipients seeking employment. A significant proportion of welfare tenants had not

finished the eighth grade and some were short on work experience. For those “who have not completed high

school and have not been part of the workforce for a long time or ever, there will beetess $m moving to

work....a disproportionate number of welfare tenants in public and assisted housing may be in this latter group.”
As well, jobs available in some areas may require that employees meet certain educational standards or have
specialised training. Cited in Bryson (2000). Other US research found “that welfare recipientsei® r

housing assistance have less work experience than other welfare recipients, are somewhat older than the other
welfare recipients, and are more likely to have health problems or children with disabilities within the
home....[there are] large numbers ... who are not fluent in English or whose literacy skills are low.” General
Accounting Office (1998) . Other research has indicated that welfare recipients who live in HUD assisted housing
remain on welfare for longer periods of time than other welfare recipients (Bryson, 2000).

13



The dwelling

Whilst the nature of the dwelling may not be very significant, the quality of tenants’
housing may impact on their self esteem, sense of worth, and hence indirectly affect
preparedness or capacity to seek work. A comment made by renters in a qualitative
study (EPIC Pty Ltd et al 2000) indicated that the quality of a dwelling was a
particular issue for the unemployed since for financial reasons they often spent long
periods in the dwelling.

The area

The location of housing and its access to public transport, for example, may affect a
tenant’s opportunities to work, opportunities to travel to work, and job seeking
activities. Hence, the provision of public housing in areas that offer few work
opportunities may have significantly different labour force outcomes than the
provision of similar housing in other areas.

The proximity of housing to services such as job assistance programs and to
affordable services such as child care may also influence tenants’ prospects of
seeking and finding work — proximity to child care may have a significant affect on the
ability of sole parents to join or stay in the job market.

The community

Bryson also considered that a lack of information about job openings may be a
significant barrier to employment, especially for those who live in communities that
are isolated from jobs and employed people. News of jobs available may frequently
be gained through “informal knowledge networks.”

Reingold et al (2001) have concluded that public housing has a small negative effect
on labor force activity and that the most robust determinants of social capital and
labor force activity include measures of human capital, such as educational
attainment and work history. (These findings have implications for the current
emphasis in urban public housing policy in the US on moving residents into the
private housing market and reducing poverty concentration.) Another US study
reported that housing subsidies can help promote work among long-term welfare
recipients when they are combined with a well-designed welfare reform program
(Centre on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2000). However, this research has a US
focus where the welfare rules etc are very different than in the Australian context. An
important role of this current study will be to examine whether there is any marked
changes in employment patterns as a result of changed housing circumstances.

This issue of locational choice has emerged as a major policy driver in the housing
assistance strategies of the U.S. Broadly categorised as, “Vouchering Out,” the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is exploring a range of
methods to move households out of high poverty neighbourhoods (many of which are
public housing estates) into more mixed neighbourhoods. Such an approach is being
implemented through the use of Section 8 Housing Vouchers', and Scattered Site
Public Housing developments in mixed communities.

While many authors suggest that households who live in more diverse communities
have an increased likelihood of better health, finding employment, and of their
children succeeding at school and moving on to college, some suggest that this
major policy driver is not based on solid research. Galster and Zobel (1998) state
that this policy is not grounded in a clear understanding of the mechanisms by which
such benefits might flow to disadvantaged households who relocate. They cite a
number of studies that seem to demonstrate that such benefits do flow to relocated
households, but warns that such a policy should not be pursued without an
understanding of why and how this benefit is passed on.

1 Section 8 is part of the Housing Act that provides for housing assistance in the form of housing vouchers for
tenants relocated from traditional public housing stock
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Before exploring the research on community effects in more detail, it is worth
considering further this question of mechanisms more closely. Mayer and Jencks
(1989) suggest that there are four possible mechanisms that may be at work when
disadvantaged households move into more mixed communities. These are:

1. “The contagion model,” that is disadvantaged neighbours are a disadvantage.
According to this model, if children grow up in an area where other children are
committing crimes, for example, then ones own children are more likely to also
commit crimes.

2. “The relative deprivation model,” whereby rich neighbours engender a sense of
deprivation and encourage socially deviant behaviour.

3. “No effect model,” that is, disadvantaged neighbours are irrelevant, and people
make their own choices irrespective of the influence of peers and neighbours.

4. Neighbours do not matter, but neighbourhoods do. This model suggests that
neighbourhood resources such as the quality of local schools vary according to
the nature and social mix of neighbourhoods. This may be particularly the case
in countries such as the U.S. where schools are administered by local authorities.

Brooks-Gunn et al (1993) suggests a fifth model. They suggest that a
neighbourhood effect is quite powerful — rivalling the influence of family — and that the
absence of affluent neighbours may be much more significant than the presence of
poor neighbours. This “collective socialisation model” rather than the contagion
model, provides a more accurate explanation of the neighbourhood effects identified
in this 1999 study, which draws on data from the Infant Health and Development
Program, and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.

This study identifies a number of possible mechanisms that may account for this
neighbourhood influence, including:

» Economic resources,

e Parenting behaviour,

* School environment,

e Peer group influence, and

* Local economic opportunities for teenagers.

Two major programs in the United States do help to provide some insight into the
impact that changed neighbourhoods may play in the lives of disadvantaged
households. These are the Gautreaux Program, that commenced following a
successful lawsuit in 1966 brought on behalf of public tenants against the Chicago
Housing Authority and HUD; and the Moving to Opportunities (MTO) program that
began in 1994.

Both of these programs provide a unique opportunity to learn about the importance of
neighbourhood, as both are large scale projects using quasi-experimental design
principles. MTO in particular provides a powerful learning opportunity in that 1,800
volunteering households were randomly assigned to three groups:

1. Those who received a housing voucher plus assistance to relocate to a low
poverty neighbourhood (one with less than 10% of residents living below the
poverty line);

2. Those who received a housing voucher but no other assistance and no
requirement regarding where they could move to; and

3. A third group who acted as a control group — that is, they received nothing.

As with MTO, the Gautreaux Program provides a quasi-experimental approach.
Households have effectively been randomly allocated to a variety of neighbourhoods,
ranging from predominantly black, urban areas to outer suburbs housing traditionally
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white, middle class families®. In an often-cited study of the Gautreaux Program,
Rosenbaum (1991) surveyed 108 city moving households, and 224 suburb movers.
As well, 43 city movers and 52 suburb movers were interviewed.

His research concluded that suburban movers were 25% more likely to get a job,
even when controlling for human capital (work history, education, training, age and
benefits history), family background, years in the Program, and post-move education.
Interviews with participants suggest that this improvement can be attributed to
greater availability of jobs, greater neighbourhood safety (not being afraid to walk
home from work after dark), increased motivation, feeling better about ones self due
to the better environment, and working role models.

In relation to schooling, Rosenbaum found a number of indications of educational
benefits from the moves to white, middle class suburbs, including:

e Lower drop-out rates (5% compared with 20%),
e Slight improvement in grades,

» Higher proportion in college tracks (i.e. studying subjects that lead on to college
rather than trades or employment — 40.3% compared with 23.5%),

» Higher rates of college enrolment, and

* Higher rates of employment, and better pay and conditions between employed
youth.

Participants also felt that role models and social norms were also an important factor
for both adults and kids — “Seeing neighbors work, Gautreaux adults reported that
they felt they could have jobs, too, and they wanted to try.” (Rosenbaum,
1991;p1205)

This study concluded that moving to the suburbs increased adults’ employment and
children’s education and employment. As the author states (Rosenbaum,
1991;p1204)

“The Gautreaux Program had these effects without providing additional
services. By doing no more than helping low-income people to move to
suburbs, this program put children in better schools and put adults in better
labor markets. Although preliminary concerns about discrimination and initial
disadvantages were legitimate and sometimes presented serious problems,
most low-income families were able to overcome difficulties and benefit from
the new opportunities.”

In drawing lessons from this Program for an Australian context, it should be noted
that schools in the United States come under the jurisdiction of local authorities, and
as such neighbourhood differences between schools in poorer versus more affluent
areas (such as funding levels) may be more pronounced. Also the extent of urban
blight (in particular the level of street crime in urban areas) may be less in an
Australian context. One suspects that not working through fear of returning home
after dark may be a less common occurrence in Australia than in urban areas of
Chicago.

Disposable income after housing costs

Employment can also be affected by the disposable income after housing costs since
it will influence their need to supplement their income through work, and their ability

to afford costs associated with working — such as travel to work, requisite clothing or
child care.

2 \While the choice of neighbourhood islargely arandom allocation process, there are some filtering mechanisms

that do shape thisto a small extent (such as the small rate of rejection of housing offers— 5% of households

rejected an offer). However Rosenbaum concludes that these two populations (that is, those moving to middle-
class suburbs, and those remaining in predominantly black urban areas) are effectively identical apart from their
new neighbourhoods.
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A tenant’s understanding of the effects that increasing personal income through work
may have on income maintenance entitlements, taxation and rent levels (where rent
is income-based) may also influence their desire to work. It is possible that in some
circumstances, rent policy may operate as a work disincentive. For example, it has
been suggested that in Australia, SHA rents which are set as a fixed proportion of
income can be an impediment to employment. The argument is that public housing
tenants resist employment since they it immediately leads to an increase in their rent.

Recent studies have contributed to the understanding of the impacts of housing
assistance, including its impact on employment choices. The Queensland
Department of Housing’s Bayside Public Housing Client Survey (Epic Pty Ltd et al,
2000) noted that one tenant reported giving up a part time job in order to reduce her
public housing rent (out of about 50 participants).

The impact of housing subsidies and of public housing in particular on the
employment of tenants has attracted some attention overseas, with studies reaching
different conclusions. One recent United States study (Fischer, 2000;p 36)
concluded that:-

“rental subsidies do in fact substantially reduce hours worked and labor force
participation among recipients...A smaller, more broadly distributed subsidy
would reduce the number of families exposed to the most extreme distortions
of work incentives, and could also reduce the overall effect of subsidies on
labor supply.”

Conclusion

This section has suggested that there are a range of factors that may effect the
relationship between housing and employment. These factors are summarised in
Figure 4.

Figure 4 Housing and employment outcomes Possible linkages (a)

Tenure
Stable tenure more attractive to employers

Vi Vi Vi Vi

Neighbours Dwelling Area Community
Provide Self esteem Accessto Networks
information issues employment provide
about job opportunities; infor mation
opportunities transport, about
child care opportunities

Disposable income after housing costs
Incentives to work
Impacts of rent policy on income
Money for job search etc

a. Stronger linkages are shown in bold
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3.6 Housing and Education
3.6.1 Introduction

Much like health, the benefits of a good education are realised over an extended
period of time. Similarly, a poor educational foundation generates long term impacts
that are difficult to quantify. As pointed out by Burkhardt (1989,p42),

“Education is a productive activity with a long gestation period. The
goals are long term, [and] diverse and ...the nature of the products of
the education industry are difficult to measure. While the costs of inputs
may be easily measured, the benefits are many, they are difficult to
identify, and the most important social benefits of the education industry
do not accrue until many years after students have graduated from their
schools and universities.”

Unfortunately, there are few longitudinal studies to provide an indication of the full
extent of the social and economic benefits of education'®. However, compelling
evidence of the benefits of education can be found in income studies. Such studies
have consistently shown that persons who are educated are more likely to be earning
higher wages and experience lower levels of unemployment. For example, a study
that compared the occupational outcomes of two-year college students with the
occupational outcomes of high school graduates who entered the employment
market without post-secondary education found that the two-year college improved
students’ access to higher-paying/higher-status jobs (Lin,1996) .

The extent to which a poor housing situation impacts upon educational outcomes is
unclear. Housing is only one of a host of factors that can impact upon educational
performance, and it is consequently difficult to isolate the costs associated with poor
housing. This problem is highlighted by the findings of the following study that
investigated the experiences and views of socially and educationally disadvantaged
people in Canada (NAPO, 1994) The study found that:

1. the circumstances that created people’s poverty were much the same as those
preventing them from acquiring an education;

2. people growing up poor had to deal with poor nutrition, inadequate housing,
health problems, stress, insecurity, subtle or overt discrimination, and difficulty in
maintaining dignity and self-esteem;

3. children with disabilities, native children, and children of racial minorities
confronted additional barriers;

4. school systems were not equipped to deal with these problems;

5. people with low literacy skills became trapped in insecure, low-wage work or
income assistance; and,

6. enrolling in literacy programs usually did not mean an end to poverty.
(NAPO, 1994)

3.6.2 The Approach of this Review

A search for studies on the direct relationship between housing and schooling yields
a very slim selection of writings, however there is a large body of research on this
topic. The reason that this research is not immediately obvious when studying this
issue is that much of the research relates to one of the many elements of this
relationship, rather than the total relationship.

13 Whilst not being a complete longitudinal study, the AHURI sponsored work by King (2001) provides a
comprehensive framework for assessing the impact of improved education outcomes.
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For example, as indicated above, there is a significant body of literature on the
relationship between housing and health. Teachers consider that there is a
relationship between an increase in days absent from school (from poor health) and
reduced school attainment. Therefore there is research that, when considered
together, links housing and schooling via the intermediary of health.

Similarly parents play a critical role in shaping children’s attitudes to school. A
parent’'s expectations and attitudes seem to be very influential in relation to how a
child approaches school, and ultimately whether the child expects to succeed in this
context (Patrikakou, 1997). Whether a parent exercises this significant influence
positively is in part influenced by their environment — including their home. As
(Bartlett 1997, p170) notes:

“Both cross-cultural observations and experimental findings indicate that the
physical world structures and mediates interactions between children and
their caregivers; and that physical and social environment work both jointly
and independently to influence behaviour.”

Housing is a basic human need along side food and clothing. Bartlett (1997a)
suggests that housing needs are sequential — that housing must first provide shelter
from physical and emotional threats in the environment, before it can start to fulfil
other functions such as self-expression. Bartlett (1997a, p190-191) goes on to
summarise this role that housing plays in family life in the following way:

“If housing is adequate for family needs and provides parents with a sense of
control, choice, and identity (in other words, if it functions as a home), it can
support the capacity of parents to function in goal-oriented ways, and to rear
children in keeping with their socially constructed beliefs and values, as
members of the larger society. If, on the other hand, housing fails to meet
this ideal, and instead limits choice and control, it may contribute, along with
other factors in life, to stress and to reactive parenting behaviour that is less
likely to be responsive to children’s needs.”

The approach taken in this literature review is to attempt to map any direct and
indirect relationships that may exist between aspects of housing, and schooling. The
method used to summarise these relationships is an illustrative one, with
relationships shown as either one way (single headed arrow), bi-directional (double
headed arrow), and weak or assumed/untested (dotted line) or strong (unbroken
line). The review will start off by examining the case of the homeless and then go on
to examine the various elements described in the non-shelter outcomes framework,
starting with tenure.

3.6.3 Reviewing the relationship between housing and educational outcomes

Homelessness and children in crisis

There are many possible links between housing and schooling. One approach to
help make sense of this complex web of inter-relationships is to consider the impact
of a complete lack of housing. While this understanding is important in order to
inform government and community responses to the problem of homeless families,
an examination of the impacts of homelessness on education may also help to
illuminate the links between housing and education more generally.

A number of studies have confirmed that homelessness impacts on health and
wellbeing, as well as on the schooling of the children of homeless families (Wright,
1990; Neil and Fopp, 1992; Clark, 1996; and Faulkner-Hill, 1997). That
homelessness is bad for children’s schooling seems clear, however understanding
the particular links that mean that homeless children are less likely to succeed
academically is more challenging.
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In their formative Australian study of homelessness, (Neil and Fopp 1992) found that
almost half the homeless preschoolers in their sample had serious emotional and
developmental delays. They suggest that the poor academic performance of
homeless children may be due in part to, “...the problem of concentrating on studies
during the day while wondering where to sleep at night.” (Neil and Fopp,1992; p18).

Other studies focus on the link between homelessness and health and education. As
one author points out, poor physical and mental health is often caused by, and a
cause of, homelessness (Wright, 1990). The simple act of living on the street without
adequate protection from the elements would seem inevitably to increase ones risk of
ill-health.

Faulkner-Hill (1997) suggests that this increased risk is exacerbated by the fact that
homeless people are much less likely to take health measures beyond the relief of
immediate symptoms. Also homelessness may not be conducive to reliably taking
prescribed medications. This study concludes that sick, tired and stressed kids are
less likely to go to school.

A 1990 examination of research into the impacts of homelessness found that
homeless women are more likely to bear underweight children, receive less pre-natal
care, and experience higher infant mortality rates (possibly double the rate for the
rest of the population) (Molnar et al., 1990). This study also found that homeless
children are less often immunised, suffer higher lead levels, poorer nutrition, and
have higher rates of illness. The authors suggest that homeless children display
significant developmental delays, significant psychological distress, and much lower
rates of school attendance. This latter outcome is thought to contribute to much
lower academic performance.

In a 1996 study of 110 mothers and 157 children living in homeless shelters in the
USA, 38% of children were assessed as requiring psychiatric evaluation for clinical
depression. 45% scored at or below the 10" percentile for receptive vocabulary, and
39% scored at or below the 10" percentile for age in reading (Zima et al. 1996).

Rubin et al. (1986) found that the homeless children were no less intelligent than the
housed children, but that their academic performance in relation to reading, spelling
and maths was significantly poorer. This study was less confident than some others
in attributing causality. The homeless children in this study experienced higher rates
of absenteeism and changed school more frequently than the housed children, and
the author concluded that the latter was more of a contributor to poorer academic
performance than the former. Also, maternal depression was found to be a
mediating factor in academic performance.

In summary, homelessness may be a contributor to developmental delays in children
— reducing their school readiness and ultimately their chances of success as they
begin their schooling.

Homelessness seems also to contribute to poor health amongst adults and children.
This increased incidence of illness, combined with disruption to domestic routines,
seems inevitably to result in an increased school absentee rate amongst homeless
children which in turn affects academic performance.

Similarly changing schools has been found to be a significant stressor for children
(Johnson 1987). The impact of school moves has been found to be greater amongst
those children who move mid-year, rather than a planned, end of year move
(Alexander et al. 1996). Sustaining attendance at the same school must be an
overwhelming challenge for some families who are forced to move neighbourhoods
to access crisis housing in short supply. These two factors (increased absenteeism,
and school changes) may well explain much of the lower academic performance
observed amongst homeless children, although stress, anxiety, ill-health and
maternal depression may well also be important factors.
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Figure 5: Homelessness and school performance
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Tenure

The stability provided by a stable address appears to be an influence on school
performance. This section addresses the issue of moving and school performance.

School aged children move house for a variety of reasons. Employment today is less
stable than in past times, and the likelihood of remaining with the same employer in
the same location for long periods is greatly reduced. Private renters may be forced
to move in order to accommodate the needs of landlords, because rent costs
increase, or because of intolerable tenancy management practices. Property owners
may sell and move due to financial hardship, or as part of the trading up process as
their wealth increases (Maher and Whitelaw, 1995).

Research suggests that children do find moving schools stressful (Alexander,
Entwisle et al. 1996), and that moving school mid-year is harder on children than end
of year moves. A new school entails a new physical setting, new teachers, different
academic expectations and emphasise, possible curriculum differences, and
importantly, a new peer group. Johnson (1987) ranks changing school on a par with
hospitalisation of a parent for serious illness, or having a parent incarcerated in
prison for a month.

While Alexander et al expresses concern regarding the impacts of moves on children
during the early settling in years at school, Brown and Orthner (1990) considers that
moves are most difficult for adolescents, and for adolescent girls in particular. This is
a difficult period of life for children, and changing peer groups and re-establishing a
role and identity in that new group can be very difficult. Brown and Orthner found in
their study of 720 adolescents that life-satisfaction for girls was significantly lower
amongst those who had recently moved, than for those who had not. Also this group
reported slightly higher rates of depression.

Other studies (for example, Sluzki, 1992) suggest that moves contribute to increased
pressure on family relationships. When families relocate, each member leaves
behind numerous social networks, and many interpersonal functions that were
accomplished by these old networks are then unfulfilled. This can result in increased
stress, and place strain on household relationships as members are forced to rely
more on one another Sluzki (1992,p362) concludes that:

“...this period of increased family stress frequently translates into multiple
psychosomatic, interpersonal and other stress-related complaints in grown-
ups and children alike.”
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An evaluation of a public housing tenancy management outsourcing pilot suggested
that the stability provided by public housing was of significant benefit to children in
the minds of some parents (Morrison, 2000). Security of tenure and the sense of
physical and psychological security were the most common responses to a question
to tenants in this study regarding the impacts of public housing in their lives.

Figure 6: Moving and Educational performance
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Very few studies have, however, sought to measure changes in school progress and
achievement as a result of changed housing. However, an early Australian study
adopted a longitudinal approach (Wilner et al, 1962).

They selected two study groups — those who were about to move into public housing,
and a matched control group from the bottom of the public housing waiting list (that
is, a group who were not expected to experience a change in housing in the near
future). In total 1,029 households were selected in 1955 (396 test families, and 633
control group families), and a further 891 in 1958 (352 test and 539 control). They
anticipated an improvement in the school performance of children from the test
group, due to an anticipated improvement in household morale, improved space to
complete homework uninterrupted, and possibly greater participation by parents in
their children’s schooling.

They did however acknowledge at the outset that the likelihood of getting measurable
improvements in educational performance were small, due to the indirect nature of
the relationship and the significant effect of other confounding variables such as the
school environment.

This study tested three aspects of school performance — intelligence, arithmetic, and
reading. As well, progress through grades was also monitored. The result was that
children did not demonstrate any improvement in the three tested areas as a result of
the improved housing. However the control group was less likely to be promoted
through year levels than the test group. They attributed this difference to the higher
rate of absenteeism amongst the control group due to higher rates of illness. The
study did however find that the housing change did result in the expected
improvement in household optimism and life satisfaction.

In relation to the impact of improved housing on schooling, Wilner et al (1962,p226)
concluded:

“...the hypothesis in connection with school performance of children was
somewhat more tenuous than was the case with other substantive areas of
study...(as)...a number of the hypotheses were of a secondary rather than a
primary order, i.e. housing would need to have a discernable effect in a given
area and this effect in turn might then influence school performance.” (p. 226)
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The dwelling

If moving home can result in stress, then living in poor quality, overcrowded housing
may also be a source of stress. Stress, including that generated by poor housing,
may well reduce the capacity of adults to provide the active, positive encouragement
needed by children in order to maintain a positive attitude to schooling. As one
author states, “Parents who are exhausted, frustrated, depressed or disturbed are
more likely to compromise in their desire to do the best for their children.” (Bartlett
1997a; p 174).

A New Zealand study of 213 public housing applicants and 66 households drawn
randomly from suburbs known to have a high proportion of poor housing, found that
housing stressors — and in particular over-crowding — exert a significant influence on
psychological distress, independent of economic, social, geographic and
demographic characteristics (Smith, J et al. 1993). This study did not conclude that
this psychological distress was caused by poor housing alone, but rather that
substandard housing represented an independent, additive source of stress that
added to other stresses of life.

As with the earlier discussion regarding moving home, the relationship between
housing and stress is in part an issue of control. As (Bartlett 1997) notes, stress is
more severe when the environmental factors contributing to this stress are beyond an
individuals control, such as that experienced by low income households living in poor
quality housing. This author further develops this theme by suggesting that a house
becomes a home in part when choice is exercised, that is, when the house starts to
reflect the identity of the occupants.

Overcrowding stands out in the study by (Smith, J et al. 1993) as the aspect of
housing most predictive of psychological distress. Similarly in a significant
longitudinal study of 16,000 children (Davie et al, 1972) suggests that crowding
results in children having less space to play, work and read. He also states that
children living in overcrowded housing may be more likely to experience broken
sleep due to the conflicting sleep patterns of children of different ages with whom
they shared bedrooms.

An analysis of the substantial data set from this study found that overcrowding and
basic amenity impacted on reading levels — equivalent to 9 months retardation in
reading and 1.5 months in arithmetic.

Parke (1978,p35) considers that, “The early social and physical environment that the
home provides for the child has a marked impact on his later social and cognitive
development”. He goes on to discuss some possible links between the physical
aspects of the home, and child development. Like Bartlett (1998), Parke suggests
that a physically safe home rewards a child’s curiosity and encourages exploration
and therefore growth. He also emphasises the importance of a “stimulus shelter,”
such as a private bedroom, that a child can retreat to in order to escape constant
noise and stimulation. Without such a refuge, children are at risk of delayed
cognitive development. Studies are cited by Parke that indicate that children with
private home space are more likely to perform better in relation to spelling and
language development.

In other studies cited by Parke, children living in more crowded homes were rated by
their peers as more aggressive than other children Parke speculates that such
cramped living conditions might encourage more punitive parenting which may in turn
be modelled by children in the playground — a conclusion also reached by Bartlett
(1997).
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Similarly, a study of families living in a high rise development near to a busy
expressway found that children living in apartments that were higher and quieter
displayed better auditory discrimination, suggesting that children exposed to constant
noise learn to tune out (Cohen et al, 1973).

Other longitudinal studies have shed some light on this question of the importance of
the home (see, for example, Bradley and Caldwell, 1984). Gottfried and Gottfried,
(1984) found that some physical aspects of the home environment were positively
correlated with cognitive development. In particular the level of crowding (the room
to people ratio), the safety of the environment and the cleanliness of the home were
all predictive of cognitive development. Of these, crowding had a very high
correlation independent of other factors such as maternal intelligence . In a related
study, (Gottfried 1984; p 1) concludes that: “It is an empirical fact that environmental
variables within the home correlate significantly with cognitive development”.

In a comprehensive review of research in the field of housing and children Bartlett
(1997) argues that housing is a very significant factor in the early socialisation of
children. Amongst a range of characteristics of housing studied, she cites the
importance of outdoor play in childhood development. For example, a study in Japan
of families living in high-rise housing found that five year olds living above the 14"
floor were significantly less independent than those living below the fifth floor, due to
their reduced access to outside play.

Bartlett also discusses the importance of crowding, and the impacts of inadequate
indoor play space. Studies cited by Bartlett have found that children become more
easily frustrated if they are unable to play outside and there is inadequate indoor play
areas. She also considers that in crowded living conditions parents are more likely to
engage in more punitive parenting practices, and abuse is more likely to occur as
children are less able to get away from potentially explosive situations at home.

Studies have also found that interior housing design impacts on parenting practices.
For example, housing designed to maximise direct line of site between parents and
toddlers encourages less rules, as parents feel that toddlers are safer playing in
adjoining rooms given this improved visibility (Bartlett, 1997a; p181).

Bartlett (1997a,p183) concludes this examination of research on this topic as follows:

“Limited outdoor access may encourage more anxious and protective
behaviour; overcrowding has been observed to contribute to a lack of
responsiveness and to more punitive parenting, and a closed layout may
encourage greater dependence on rules and prohibitions. The effects of
these constraints may be alleviated or accentuated by the quality of
neighbourhood surroundings.”

In a later article, Bartlett(1998) describes a study where she spent 18 months with
three families observing the relationship between housing and the development of
the children in those households. She noted that adequate play space in the home
encourages the development of autonomy and reduces parental stress. Lack of play
space can increase reliance on the use of television as a pacifier of restless children.
Children living in families with a number of dangers associated with housing
inadequacies (such as exposed hot water pipes) were much more likely to hear “no”
as a default answer to many questions, and were observed to learn that their natural
impulses to explore and learn were potentially quite dangerous, and therefore were
to be curbed.

These relationship between the quality of the dwelling and educational outcomes is
summarised in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: The quality of the dwelling and educational performance
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The area and the community

The area can affect educational outcomes through the quality of local resources
especially local schools. Whilst the variation in school quality in Australia is not as
great as some other countries, this can still be a significant issue.

Other issues related to the area include noise levels. Traffic and other noises can
contribute to language development delays and also lead to broken sleep which can
effect concentration levels in class.

However, for the educational outcomes section, the analysis of area and community
is combined, largely because a number of very important US studies combined the
two concepts and enforcing the distinction between the two would make for too much
repetition in the review. The American studies refer to the area/community using the
term neighbourhood.

There are a large number of studies that suggest that area/community — the
neighbourhood - may be a significant aspect of the housing — schooling relationship
(Burns, Homel et al, 1984; Mayer and Jencks, 1989; Garner and Raudenbush, 1991;
Kaufman and Rosenbaum, 1992; Brooks-Gunn et al, 1993; Ladd and Ludwig, 1997;
Duncan and Raudenbush, 1999; Goering and Kraft, 1999; Varady and Walker, 1999;
and Duncan and Ludwig 2000). Those households that trade off location for amenity
may therefore be making a significant choice in relation to the schooling and future
prospects of their children.

Studies have found an association between area/community characteristics and
educational outcomes (see, for example, Burns et al, 1984; Varady and Walker,
1999; and Garner and Raudenbush, 1991), and some conclude that neighbourhood
SES is a good predictor of the educational attainment of children (Galster and Zobel,
1998). Such associations do not, however, necessarily assist in determining
causality.

Two major programs in the United States do help to provide some insight into the
impact that changed neighbourhoods may play in the lives of disadvantaged
households. These were introduced in the previous section on employment and
housing and are the Gautreaux Program and the Moving to Opportunities (MTO)
program.

A preliminary examination of results from the MTO program also noted that crime
had reduced for households who moved to lower poverty areas — both in terms of
their involvement as offenders and victims of crime (Goering and Kraft 1999). Some
of the benefits may be attributable to improved resources in these new communities,
such as better resourced schools. As Goering and Kraft ( 1999,p45 ) concludes:
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“Parents also report seeing positive changes for their children, including
better and less crowded schools, teachers taking time with individual children,
exposure to different cultures, and more role models of working people.”

In relation to the Gautreaux program, Rosenbaum (1991) found a number of
indications of educational benefits from the moves to white, middle class suburbs,
including:

e Lower drop-out rates (5% compared with 20%),

e Slight improvement in grades,

« Higher proportion in college tracks (i.e. studying subjects that lead on to college
rather than trades or employment — 40.3% compared with 23.5%),

« Higher rates of college enrolment, and

« Higher rates of employment, and better pay and conditions between employed
youth.

Educational benefits may in part be due to differences in schools. For example
suburban movers were more satisfied with their teachers, and felt that class sizes
were smaller. However, participants also felt that role models and social norms were
also an important factor for both adults and kids.

This study concluded that moving to the suburbs increased adults’ employment and
children’s education and employment. As the author states (Rosenbaum,
1991;p1204)

“The Gautreaux Program had these effects without providing additional
services. By doing no more than helping low-income people to move to
suburbs, this program put children in better schools and put adults in better
labor markets. Although preliminary concerns about discrimination and initial
disadvantages were legitimate and sometimes presented serious problems,
most low-income families were able to overcome difficulties and benefit from
the new opportunities.”

Similar conclusions were reached by Kaufman and Rosenbaum (1992), who
attributed improved school performance to:

» Escaping the negative influence of peers,

* Increased motivation from the improved physical environment,

» Higher expectations from the schools,

« Better teachers, and greater availability of extra tutoring,

e Striving to match the better lifestyles of peers, and

» Positive role models.

In drawing lessons from this program for an Australian context, it should be noted
that schools in the United States come under the jurisdiction of local authorities, and
as such neighbourhood differences between schools in poorer versus more affluent
areas (such as funding levels) may be more pronounced.

The role of peers

The research discussed in the previous section suggests that the community where
one lives may be a powerful factor in relation to school success. The choice of
where one lives is in part a choice regarding school and neighbourhood peers,
although it is by no means a guarantee that one’s children will seek out a typical
cross-section of neighbourhood children as friends. That said, living in a
neighbourhood with predominantly higher SES households must increase the
likelihood of children getting to know if not befriending other children from such
backgrounds.
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Like Brooks-Gunn et al (1993), Gonzales et al (1986) also concludes that peer
influence rivals family influence in relation to school achievement. Using interviews
with 120 year seven and eight children, and follow up interviews 12 months later,
they found that family status and parenting variables did not predict adolescent grade
point averages, however peer support and neighbourhood risk did explain a
significant proportion of the observed variance in school performance.

The relationship between community factors and educational performance is
summarised in Figure 9.

Figure 8: The community and educational performance
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Disposable income after housing costs

As in previous sections, given the potential of housing costs to influence poverty
levels in the community, this section examines the relationship between poverty and
educational outcomes.

There are a number of studies that suggest that poverty is an important predictor of
school success. For example, Levy and Duncan (2000) studied 1,364 families with
more than one child during the period 1968-76, using completed years of education
at age 20 as the dependent variable. The use of siblings allowed the researcher to
control for genetic inheritance of abilities. Their concern was that a correlation
between income and school success may be due to genetics rather than
environmental impacts (i.e. higher income parents have better jobs in large part due
to their greater abilities, and these abilities are passed on genetically to their
children).

They found that income during the first stage of childhood has a positive and
significant effect on completed schooling. The study found that a 2.7 fold increase in
parental income when the child was four years of age or younger is associated with
an increase of 0.5 to one year increase in schooling completed.

They also indicated that the early life of a child is the period when family influence is
greatest, and that increased income may reduce family stress and increase the
chances of a family purchasing books, toys etc as part of creating a more stimulating
home environment.

Recent reviews of welfare reform programs have reached similar conclusions. Morris
et al (2001) considered, in their examination of research into the impacts of welfare
reform policies, that those programs that resulted in increased employment and
increased household income resulted in higher school achievement for children. In
contrast, welfare reform programs that result in increased workforce participation but
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no increase in household income did not have the same benefits for children. They
concluded (Morris et al, 2001;p15) that:

“Welfare reforms and anti-poverty programs can have a positive impact on
children’s development if they increase employment and income, but
increasing employment alone does not appear sufficient to foster the healthy
development of children”

Schmitz (1992) similarly concludes that poverty is the major determinant of school
failure, and he attributes this increased risk of school failure to a range of factors
including neighbourhood effects, peer influence, nutrition, lack of recreational
facilities, and adult role models. Bradley and Caldwell (1984) found a significant
correlation between the availability of play materials when children are quite young,
and subsequent school achievement. While availability of play materials may be a
product more of parental priorities than poverty, the absence of discretionary
household income makes the purchase of toys and craft materials harder.

Figure 9: High housing costs and educational outcomes
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Conclusion

This section has suggested that there are a range of factors that may effect the
relationship between housing and education. These factors are summarised in Figure
10.
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Figure 10 Housing and educational outcomes Possible linkages (a)
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3.7 Conclusion from the literature review

The literature review revealed the following:

The non-shelter impacts could be classified functionally into impacts related to
tenure, dwelling, area, neighbours, community and after housing income levels;

There was a widespread literature on the relationship between shelter and non-
shelter outcomes but the literature was predominantly from overseas mainly the
UK and the USA;

The different housing and welfare framework in other countries means that the
findings of international studies may not be directly comparable;

Only a limited amount of the literature generated clear causal relationships
between shelter and on-shelter impacts — in many cases this was because of the
complexity of the relationships;

The recent quantitative work that had been done in Australia was mainly
sponsored by AHURI. However, the work was limited to examining cross
sectional data that was generated by previous studies.
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4. STUDY METHODOLOGY

The literature review suggests that there is a lack of relevant recent empirical
research on the relationship between housing and non-shelter outcomes. This
seems suprising because of the importance of the research question(s) but is
probably related to the complexity/expense of the research needed to reliably
examine this issue. Part of the complexity of the research related to the range of
possible study designs that can be used. These study designs were explored in the
1998-99 Australian Housing Research Fund project (Phibbs et al, 1999). The options
included:

A comparative study of different communities with different levels of housing
assistance;

* A comparative study of different groups e.g. between housed and homeless
populations;

e A comparative study of rehoused/non-rehoused groups;
« Case Studies/qualitative investigations; and
* Alongitudinal study;

The advantages and disadvantages of each approach are summarised in Table 1.

It is considered that a longitudinal design is the preferred design for this study
because the measurement of change is a concern, and causal relationships are not
known. Under these circumstances, as Menard (1991;p43) says:

‘it makes more sense to spend more money to get the right answer than to
spend less money to get an inconclusive answer that may well be wrong”

However, as the AHRF study suggested, this longitudinal approach should include a
number of detailed case studies using a qualitative approach. Case studies can help
identify trigger mechanisms that will assist with the framing of questions in the
guantitative component of the study and to develop causal explanations.

Table 1: An Evaluation of Study Designs

Study Design/Example

Advantages

Disadvantages

1. Compatrative study of
different communities

For example, Stubbs (1996)

Results are more immediate
Relatively cheap

Difficult to match the socio-
economic and demographic
characteristics of the two
groups

Does not model the process
of providing housing
assistance

2. Comparative study of
different groups e.g. between
housed and homeless
populations;

For example, the non-shelter
differences between two
groups, for example the
housed and the homeless

Sharp focus between non-
shelter benefits of two groups

Relatively short study

Matching the two groups may
be difficult;

Difficulty with isolating the
impact of housing — e.g. with
homeless persons it is often
difficult to determine whether
a specific problem is a cause
or a consequence of
homelessness.
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3. Compatrative study of
rehoused/non-rehoused
groups

For example, Barrow and
Bachan (1997) -one sample
was drawn from residents
residing in a badly
deteriorated housing estate
(Stepney) whilst the other
sample was drawn from
residents who had been re-
housed in higher quality
dwellings on another estate
(Paddington)

The two resident samples are
likely to be more socio-
economically homogenous
(although there might still be
some bias issues)

Relatively short study

Improvements in housing
quality may be confounded
by location effects

Only examines one housing
tenure (social housing)

May be difficult to find a large
sample in Australia

4, Case Studies

For example, The AHRF
study (Phibbs et al 1999).

Measuring the costs of unmet
needs by in-depth interviews
with a small number of cases

Case studies provide
excellent insight into the
mechanisms that generate
costs and the linkages
between costs;

Case studies can reveal the
trigger mechanism for the
additional costs of unmet
housing needs and act as a
powerful educative tool for
the community and for
decision makers.

Difficult to extrapolate
community-wide or whole of
governmental costs from
individual case studies.

Findings from such a study
may be resisted by decision-
makers looking for traditional
survey-based evidence;

5. Longitudinal Study

Example, study design
proposed in AHRF study of
examining the non-shelter
benefits before and after the
provision of housing
assistance

Mirrors the activity of the
provision of housing. This
provides the most compelling
evidence especially for those
not familiar with social
science research methods

The sharp changes in
housing circumstances
provides the opportunity to
generate measurable
changes in non-shelter
benefits

Can examine the non-shelter
benefits of a number of
tenures (e.g. private rental,
public housing, community
housing)

Relatively expensive

If a prospective method is
used the study will need to
be reasonably long

Only examines non-shelter
benefits of those who have
been provided with housing
assistance

Source: (Phibbs, Kennedy and Tippett,

1999)

Whilst the use of a longitudinal approach is reasonably rare in the Australian housing
context, there is a rich tradition of longitudinal housing research in other countries,
especially the United States. In the US, the specification of such studies are built into
the project funding (see, for example, Kleit and Rohe, 1997).
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A prospective or retrospective panel design.

In a prospective study design researchers start measurement at T, and follow the
sample up to T, Whilst prospective studies have a number of strengths, they are
relatively expensive and time consuming. Researchers often have to wait a
considerable period for the results. Researchers have attempted to conduct panel
studies without the costs and waiting times of a prospective design by conducting an
“instant” version of the panel study using a retrospective design. One starts at the
last measurement occasion (T;) and conducts the study looking backwards.

Whilst the retrospective study saves time and resources compared to a prospective
design, it has a number of problems. Firstly, the sample in a retrospective study is
non-random. This is because attrition has taken place. For example, if housing
assistance, through say public housing, had been able to support a household in
temporary crisis, the household might be able to move out of public housing before
time T, A retrospective study would not capture these households. Secondly, in a
retrospective study, data tends to be more unreliable than in a prospective study
largely because of recall problems. Four reasons are put forward for this (Bijleveld et
al, 1998,p26):

1. Memory loss: the respondent just cannot remember;

2. Retrieval problems: even when the events are not completely forgotten subjects
may have trouble recalling them. An additional validity problem is that subjects
can easily accommodate questions they feel uncomfortable with by saying that
they did not remember;

3. Telescoping: respondents tend to report events taking place more recently than
they actually did; this would make it difficult to be certain about the impacts of
increased housing assistance; and

4. Subjects tend to interpret and re-interpret events, opinions and feelings so that
they fit in with their current perception of their lives and their past lives. This
tendency is called the ‘modification to fit a coherent scheme’.

Because of the problems with a retrospective design it is considered that a
prospective design is desirable. However, when discussing this issue in detail with
the SHAs in Queensland and NSW it became clear that there would be difficulties
with a prospective design where households on the waiting list were interviewed.
This is largely because of the nature of the allocation process. Allocation rates are
difficult to forecast and hence it would be difficult to estimate how long people on the
waiting list might wait before they are allocated housing. This may mean that people
who were interviewed whilst they were on the waiting list may not be allocated public
housing stock during the course of the study and hence would end up being out of
scope, or even if they were allocated stock their tenure might be so short that were
not in a position to identify some more medium term impacts (e.g. schooling). As a
result of these issues it was decided that the most appropriate time to conduct the
initial interview was just after tenants had been allocated public housing stock rather
than whilst they were on the waiting list',

In the case of community housing, some additional issues are raised in connection
with the conduct of a prospective study, largely as a result of the reasonably small
size of the sector. Discussions with Community Housing Providers suggest that given
the relatively small size of that sector, it would not be possible to guarantee even a
small sample of community housing clients who had recently been allocated stock.
Hence, for this sector, a retrospective method will be used.

14 This means that the study could be described as a prospective study with a retrospective wave 1.
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An outline of the methodology

The study is a panel study that will assess the non-shelter impacts of the provision of
housing assistance. The housing assistance to be examined includes the provision of
public housing and community housing. Households will be interviewed after they
were allocated housing.

A number of research methods will be used in the study. In addition to the literature
review, three focus groups will take place at the start of the project and findings of the
literature will be tested with the groups as well as some questionnaire methods. The
focus group members will be householders who have been recently allocated public
housing (2 groups™) and community housing (1 group).

Once the preliminary work is undertaken (including a detailed pilot study which is
described below) a sample of households who receive housing assistance will be
interviewed.

Public housing:
The public housing sample will be stratified by a number of variables including:

e City (equal numbers from Sydney and Brisbane);
The use of two cities will allow a range of affordability issues to be examined and
also to examine any differences between tenants allocated from a wait list versus
a crisis list;

* Household type (singles less than 40; older singles; single parents; two parent
families)
The differences here are largely to examine the range of possible impacts
examined in the literature e.g. if only singles are examined, educational outcomes
could not be examined

e Location: estate/other, tenure mix of neighbourhood (predominantly owned/
private rental/ public rental), level of disadvantage of suburb
The differences here will enable a variety of dwelling, area and community
variables to be examined

Community Housing:

e The community housing sample would be all based in the Sydney Region.
The difficulties in recruiting these households and the small sample means that
no stratification is possible.

It is considered that in order to provide minimum cell sizes in cross tabulated tables a
sample of approximately 420 households who undergo a change in housing
circumstances will be required- 350 in public housing and 70 in community housing.

In the AHRF study, an experimental design with a control group was suggested.
However, after discussions with other researchers, it is considered that the costs
associated with a large control group and the practical difficulties of successfully
matching a control group with the households who have a change in housing
circumstances means that this design should be modified. Instead of a control group,
a smaller comparison group of 30 households will be used. This group will be a
small scale replica of the sample. The aim of the comparison group is to monitor
whether there are any significant changes in non-shelter outcomes for a group whose
housing circumstances has not changed. This information will help assist the
interpretation of the relationship between housing changes and non-shelter outcomes
of the in-scope group.

15 Focus groups being convened as part of a Queensland Department of Housing study on the Client Attitudes will
be used in order to reduce field work costs. The study includes 3 focus groups with tenants who have been
allocated housing in the last 12 months
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Face to face interviews will be held with public housing respondents just after they
have been allocated housing. The study proposal suggested that another face to face
interview would occur two to three months after they had been allocated stock and
then a phone mail survey would be subsequently undertaken. However, this method
will be changed as a result of investigations with public housing tenants®. Firstly, it
was clear that keeping a diary was unlikely to be a useful method for this group.
Public housing tenants considered that the results would not be reliable and that it
would significantly reduce the participation rates in the study. Some other strategies
have been adopted to collect information, especially health information from tenants
(see below). The other issue was that public housing tenants considered that two to
three months was a bit early to identify the some of the non-shelter impacts the study
wanted to investigate. Finally, the information that was being collected during some
of the qualitative interviews suggested that some of the non shelter outcomes were
best identified using a face to face survey. As a result, the primary data collection
will occur via two face-to-face interviews — the first will occur just after the tenant has
been allocated and the second will occur approximately six months after they have
been allocated stock. It is considered that the increased use of face to face surveys,
which will improve the data quality, will offset any loss of data from the increased
intervals between the surveys.

Survey Analysis

It is difficult to be specific about the methods of analysis before the variables being
examined are finalised. However, the families of methods that will be investigated
include ANOVA, logistic regression and the use of latent variable models, most likely
path analysis (see, for example, Loehlin,1998).

The Qualitative Component

In addition to the survey described here, a companion investigation of in-depth
qualitative research would be undertaken. The qualitative component will yield
different types of data related to the study aims. In particular the qualitative
component will support the study aims no 2 and no 3

In-depth, semi-structured, tape-recorded interviews will be conducted with 30
persons, purposively sampled to reflect the range and variability of characteristics
and circumstances of the study group. Data derived from this method will be
analysed inductively, using well-established techniques of (i) indexical coding to
identify patterns across the responses; and (i) narrative analysis to yield
contextualised case study materials (Coffey, A. and Atkinson P.,1996). The focus of
analysis will be on understanding process and connections, i.e. two of the key
information gaps in available evidence. Through accounts of what people actually do
in practice and the processes by which they come to do it, it will be possible to tease
out the complex links between housing circumstances and non-shelter outcomes and
the ways in which specific housing features impact on non-shelter impacts.

Study Design Issues

A number of important research issues are associated with the nature of the study (a
prospective panel) and the nature of the population being examined.

Piloting

This is obviously a challenging study. The study is intrusive, requires continued co-
operation of a group who are often under considerable stress and is dealing with a
number of fairly complicated measurement issues. It is also an important study. In
order to maximise the potential for success it is important to pilot as much of the
study as possible, including all instruments and processes. This will build the
foundations for a successful study. The actual elements examined in the survey will
be finalised after the pilot.

16 gpecifically two focus groups with public housing tenants in Brisbane
1 These are listed on page 6.
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The Attrition Rate

In a prospective panel, respondents drop out during the course of the study (the
dropout rate is referred to as the attrition rate). This is a problem since the
respondents who are lost to the study may differ from those who are retained
introducing a bias. For example, respondents with the most serious health issues
may drop out, limiting the usefulness of the analysis on the impact of housing on
health. Attrition rates have been reported that range from 13% to over 50% (for an 8
year study) (Menard, 1991;p36). An attempt will be made to minimise the attrition
rates in this study by designing an appropriate incentive package, possibly with a
cash incentive to remain in the study.

Bias Issues

Given the dependency of the group on the housing provided by SHAs and
community housing, care would need to be taken that respondents did not attempt to
provide what they thought were “correct” answers in order to ensure that they were
able to stay in SHA/community housing. The main strategy here is to emphasize the
University’s involvement in the research project at every opportunity and not to
indicate that we are looking for any specific answers.

Health Data

Agreement has been obtained from the Health Insurance Commission to obtain
Medicare records on households in the survey. This requires households
participating in the study to provide a separate consent form'®. This replaces the
need to ask households to keep a diary of medical visits.

In conclusion, whilst the study raises a number of methodological issues it is
considered that careful study design and testing can provide reliable estimates of
non-shelter outcomes.

18 pil ot focus groups indicate that about 80 percent of households are likely to consent to providing access to these
data.
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5. CONCLUSION

An important research question is the extent to which housing assistance impacts on
a range of what could be called non-shelter or non housing outcomes.

An understanding of non-shelter impacts is important for a variety of reasons. Firstly,
if it can be shown that spending on housing has a variety of non-shelter benefits that
may reduce the call on government funds in the short, medium and long term, this is
an important argument to make when negotiating with Treasuries and others for
housing assistance funds. Secondly, the type or “design” of housing assistance
might have significant impacts on the multiplier between shelter and non-shelter
benefits — this would have implications for SHAs and others in the delivery of housing
assistance. Thirdly, the ratio between shelter and non-shelter benefits might vary
between different housing need groups. This outcome might affect the allocation
process within SHAs.

Despite a wide range of research in a number of individual areas (e.g. health), there
has been little in the way of recent systematic attempts in Australia to explore the
nature of the relationship between the shelter and non shelter impacts of housing.
This positioning paper describes a research project that will measure non-shelter
outcomes using a longitudinal approach. It is hoped that such a study will provide
access to a wide range of data that will help address a wide range of housing
assistance issues.
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