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Background (1) 

 Presentation draws on AHURI multi-year 

project (2011-14) to analyse concentrations 

of disadvantage in Sydney, Melb and 

Brisbane 

 UNSW, Swinburne, UQ consortium 

 Place-based disadvantage recognised as 

priority in social inclusion agenda 

 Key underpinning research hypotheses: 

a) Disadvantaged places have diverse social 

and housing market structures, and 

b) Appropriate policy responses vary 

accordingly 

 Builds on Australian ‘geography of poverty’ 

tradition going back to 1970s – Henderson 

Report (1975); Kendig (1979) 



Background (2) 

 Research questions: 
1. How are concentrations of social disadvantage 

conceptualised, defined and measured? 

2. What housing/urban processes contribute to the 

creation/perpetuation of these patterns? 

3. What are the consequences of living in a disadvantaged 

area for the residents concerned? 

4. How can policymakers appropriately respond to spatial 

disadvantage? 

 3 main research elements 
 Secondary data analysis – census and other 

demographic and housing market data 

 Residents survey – 800 interviews with residents of 4 

disadvantaged areas in Sydney 

 Detailed qualitative case study work in 6 disadvantaged 

areas in Sydney, Melb and Brisbane 

 Presentation focuses on outputs from stats 

analysis – framing structure for primary fieldwork 

 



Presentation structure 

 Step 1 – Identifying disadvantaged areas 

 Step 2 – Developing a disadvantaged area typology 

 Step 3 – Analysis of disadvantaged area housing 

markets 

 Summing up 

 



Step 1 – Pinpointing 
disadvantaged places 

• Critical 1st stage in defining, identifying, enumerating 

‘disadvantaged areas’ – choice of areal scale; opted 

for ABS ‘suburb’ (avg pop: 6,000) 

• Disadvantaged suburbs classed as those containing 

>50% of CDs in the lowest SEIFA quintile 

• Variant analysis used SEIFA lowest decile threshold 

• Resulting basic geography of disadvantage (next 

slides) features: 

→ Clustered concentrations mainly in middle and outer 

metropolitan locations 

→ Only a modest association between social housing and area 

disadvantage 

 

 



‘Disadvantaged suburbs’ in 
Sydney 



‘Disadvantaged suburbs’ in 
Melbourne 



‘Disadvantaged suburbs’ in 
Brisbane 



Step 2 – socio-economic cluster 
analysis 

Dimension No Indicator(s) 

Dimension 

A – social/ 

residential 

mobility 

1 % of households moved in 5 years to 2011 

2 % of households moved from overseas in 5 years 

to 2011 

Dimension 

B – 

lifecycle 

stage/ 

household 

type 

3 % of over 65s not in the labour force (2011) 

4-6 % of persons aged: 0-12; 13-18 and 19-24 (2011) 

7 %  single parent families (2011) 

8 % couples with dependent children (2011) 

9 % lone person households (2011) 

Dimension 

C –socio-

economic 

status 

change 

over time 

10 2001-2011 % pt change in unemployment rate 

11 2001-2011 % pt change in persons aged 25-44 left 

school at year 10 

12 2001-2011 % pt change in 15-24 NEETs 

13 2001-2011 % pt change in low income households 

14 2001-2011 % pt change in low skilled/low status 

employees 

• Next step: classify DS 

areas 

• Undertaken via 

suburb-level census 

data analysis of: 
o Social/residential 

mobility 

o Life cycle stage 

(demographic profile) 

o Area trajectory – 

‘getting better’ or 

‘getting worse’ 

• Cluster analysis 

identifies common 

permutations in indicator 

scores 



Typology results – summary 

• Four distinct DS area types emerged 

from the analysis 

• But only in Sydney were all four 

present 

o Type 1 – High on young people and 

single parent families; high on social 

renting 

o Type 2 – High on overseas movers, high 

on two parent families 

o Type 3 – High on (domestic) residential 

mobility, high on older people; high on 

private rental, high on outright home 

ownership 

o Type 4 – High on overseas movers, high 

on reduced unemployment and reduced 

incidence of low status jobs 

Typology category 

1 2 3 4 All 

No of suburbs 

Sydney 13 48 13 15 89 

Melbourne - 25 2 23 50 

Brisbane 1 - 11 24 36 

Total 14 73 26 62 175 



Disadvantaged suburbs: housing 
tenure and geography 

• Public housing above average 

in all disadvantaged suburbs 

• But strongly represented only 

in ‘type 1’ suburbs – 43% of 

households 

• In type 2, 3, 4 areas, home 

ownership majority 

• DS area types generally 

clustered together 

• Distinct geography of Type 3 

areas – metropolitan fringe 

locations 

  % 

social 

rent 

% 

private 

rental 

% 

owned 

with 

mort-

gage 

% 

owned 

out-

right 

Type 1 suburbs 43 14 22 17 

Type 2 suburbs 8 26 31 31 

Type 3 suburbs 7 31 23 36 

Type 4 suburbs 11 30 30 26 

Sum of above 10 28 30 30 

Rest of cities 3 25 38 32 

All of cities 4 26 37 31 



Disadvantaged suburbs in Sydney 
classified according to socio-economic 
variables  



Disadvantaged suburbs in Melbourne 
classified according to socio-economic 
variables  



Disadvantaged suburbs in Brisbane 
classified according to socio-economic 
variables  



Step 3 – DS areas housing 
market analysis 

• Extensive suburb-level analysis of DS area 

housing markets has focused on: 

• House prices and rents in 2011 and changes 

over time 2001-2011 

• Compared DS areas with citywide norms 

• Compared DS area types with each other 

• Overall, housing markets in DS areas ‘caught 

up’ somewhat over period – median prices 

moved closer to citywide norms 



DS area housing market analysis 

Type/name Distinguishing features Comments 

1 - Isolate Detached from the market – high 

social housing; low price/rent private 

housing 

Mainly found in Sydney 

2 - Lower price Still relatively affordable but 

prices/rents converged with citywide 

norms 2001-11  

Absent in Brisbane 

3 - Marginal Disconnected from citywide market by 

peripheral location; high incidence of 

relatively low cost private rental 

Mainly in Sydney and 

Brisbane 

4 - Improver Relatively advantaged locations in 

middle/outer suburbs; most active 

housing markets 

Fastest ‘improving’ DS 

area housing markets – 

esp in Melb and 

Brisbane 



Key points 

 Disadvantaged areas strongly clustered, primarily in middle to 

outer suburbs in Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane 

 Spatial distribution only slightly associated with geography of 

public housing 

 4 socio-economically distinct types of disadvantaged area in 

Sydney; more diverse than Melbourne or Brisbane. Area types 

differ in terms of: 

 Residential mobility rates and overseas in-migration 

 Demographic profile 

 Recent socio-economic trajectory 

 Contrasting housing market features/performance of 4 area types 

reinforces message that disadvantaged areas are diverse and call 

for diverse policy measures 




