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welllocated areas) whosecircumstances aredeserving
of greater concern.

The key question is whether the fact that certain types
of households have to make decisions to forgo some
resources in order toachieve other goals, is an element
in the transmission of long term disadvantage, or
whether the situation will improve over the longer
term either through the household moving again, or
through changes in neighbourhood facilities and/or
urban structure such that the level of disadvantage
decreases over time. For the great majority in the outer
suburbs, what disadvantage they experience is likely
to be relatively short term and less in need of policy
attention than many of the chronically disadvantaged
for whom locational choice does not exist.
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‘STRESSED-OUT’ COMMUNITIES: ‘OUT-
OF-SIGHT, OUT-OF-MIND’?

In a recent guest editorial for Society and Space, Vera
Chouinard noted ‘how the working class and other
disadvantaged groups, like the disabled, are often
curiously absent from the landscapes represented in
postmodern cultural geographies of the city .....

For the disadvantaged, on the margins of
our economies and cultures, these land-
scapes have a radically different mean-
ing: one of exclusion and negation
(Chouinard, 1994, p. 3).

In this presentation I want to suggest that this has also
been the fate of many equally vulnerable urban com-
munities in Australia during the last decade or so, but
for reasons that can be traced to politics and ideology
as much as to the enticement of postmodernist ap-
proaches in urban research. In the process I will
connect up two strands that bear upon the develop-
ment of policy in Australia as it relates to spatial
inequity in our cities. On the one hand the clumsy
efforts to articulate what might be described asa form
of revisionism in recent debates around urban policy;
on the other, the decade long silence - BBC notwith-
standing as I shortly explain - that has enveloped
communities bearing the brunt of restructuring.

Perhaps with the exception of Wollongong, these old
industrial regions and suburbs have suffered in si-
lence. Or at least their pleas for assistance have gone
unnoticed in Canberraright up to the present. Despite
theLocal AreaResearch Studies(LARS) commissioned
by the Department of Health, Housing and Commu-
nity Services (DHHCS 1992), itsonly since the Austral-
ian Urban and Regional DevelopmentReview that the
plight of these ‘stressed-out’ communities hasreceived
serious consideration in Cabinet. And as the 1994-95
Budget papers reveal, regional assistance is not to
become the kind of federal priority that some hoped it
might have been following the review of urban and
regional development.

Revisionist Tendencies in Recent Debates

Anauthenticchallenge toaccepted nostrumsisalways
to be welcomed, all the more so if they play a role in
casting public policy. In setting the scene for this
seminar Andrew Beer has referred to the range of
studies commissioned by several federal agencies,
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most of which address the causes, and economic and
social consequences of our exceedingly low density
cities. The twoissues thatrecur throughout thereports
authored by Maher et al. (1992), Wulff et al. (1993),
Burgess and Skeltys (1992), Stevens et al. (1992), and
the Industry Commission (1993) concern the impact of
access costs upon the locational choice of first home
buyers, and whether poverty tends to be geographi-
cally concentrated in the outer areas of Australian
cities.

To varying degrees the authors of each of these reports
suggest that recent statements by Cass (1991), and
Yates and Vipond (1990), (1) exaggerate the financial
stress and locational disadvantage experienced by
significant numbers of the households living in the
outer areas of our biggest cities; and (2), overstate the
extent to which poor families are fringe dwellers. One
is struck not so much by the novelty of these assorted
findings - mostly they are axiomatic to social geogra-
phers - but by the way the data have been interpreted
and used politically, and then reported in the print
media (Chart 1).

This is not the place for a thorough critique of the
misconstructions purveyed in some sections of these
documents but apparently they can be traced to a
combination of oversight, flawed methods, and data
limitations. One or twoillustrations may help to make
the point. Wulff et al. (1992) cast doubt on the sugges-
tion that significant numbers of households are forced
to live in the outermost suburbs of large cities (Yates
and Vipond, 1990). These doubts are based on esti-
mates obtained by the Housing and Location Choice
Survey (HALCS) indicating that most urban fringe
movers in Sydney and Melbourne are in fact
changeover, or repeat buyers (44 per cent) rather than

recent first home buyers (14 per cent) (Burgess and
Skeltys 1992).

But the HALCS adopts a very coarse spatial matrix -
Sydney and Melbourne are partioned into just five
zones - and expressed differently the data can also be
used to show that the same proportion of moves into
‘outer zone and fringe’ suburbs were made by ‘first
home buyers’ (39.8 per cent) as ‘change-over buyers’
(40.9per cent) (Burgess and Skeltys, 1992, p. 87). What
is missing from the HALCS analyses are estimates of
the numbers of lower-income first home buyers and
where they live (Forster 1992). Yet what we do know
is that a third of the respondents in Lynne Richards’
study of a new housing estate on the western edge of
Melbourne reported being in serious financial diffi-
culty at the time of the survey in the late 1970s, and 70
per cent of those were first-time buyers (Richards,
1990, p. 7).

Maher and his colleagues (Maher et al., 1992, 116-18)
stress that there is a temporal dimension to this hard-
ship since it tends to coincide with the arrival of a first
child and dropping back to a single income. A related
argument is that in time local authorities eventually
catch up with the servicing backlogs that are a feature
of most fringe subdivisions, and that ‘the equivalents
in the 1940s and 1950s are now middle-ring suburbs’
(Wulff et al., 1993, p. 12). And lastly it is said that
eventually first home buyers on fringe estates will be
considerably better off than those households trapped
in the private rental sector due to the accumulative
potential of home ownershipin Australia (Maheretal.,
1992, pp. 116-18). However evidence is emerging to
suggest that this is not necessarily the case because
capital gains are much more time- and place-depend-
ent than commonly assumed (Badcock 1994).

Table 1: Household ‘equivalent income’* by zone, Sydney and Melbourne 1991

Inner/Core % Middle % Quter % Fringe %o Total

<$200 per week 126,727 24.0 175,925 239 116,418 18.5 106,794 22.6 525,864
% 241 335 221 20.3 100.0
$200 - $499 per week 143,248 271 212,531 289 197,480 31.4 153,990 326 707,249
% 20.3 30.1 27.9 21.8 100.0
>$500 per week 199,448 37.7 224,845 30.6 198,774 31.6 133,458 283 756,525
% 264 29.7 26.3 17.6 100.0
DK/NS 59,129 11.2 121,953 16.6 115,939 18.4 77,856 165 374,877
528,552 100.0 735254 100.0 628,611 100.0  472,098. 100.0 2,364,515

Derived by dividing household income by the square root of household size (Burgess and Skeltys 1982, 12).
Source: Extracted from Burgess and Skeltys, 1992; Statistical Appendix Table 1, p. 88.
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By SHERYL-LEE KERR

irst home owners are not

all struggling to survive in

cheap hames an the fringes of

apital cities, as conventional
belief might suggest.

Instead. Sydney, Adelade and
Melbourne first home buyers are
3cattered throughout their ciies
1 equal proportions. a study by a
Flinders Unwversity soviologist
has found

Professor Riaz Hassan. who
combined data [rom two
AGB McNair survevs on housing
and one National Housing Stral
gy siudy. has debunked several
home ownerstup myths

Incomedifferences

Household incomes in outer
areas such as Elizabeth in Adel-
aide. Doncaster 1n Mclbourne and
Biacktawn m Sydney tendud 1o be
higher than in wnner city areas

Ia Adelaide. the differcnce was
betwecn & meduan houschuld 1n
cotne of $380  Lhe nnet ¢ty to
5528 1n the outer rcas

Professor Hassan found few
peopie puave far from where they
$an oul. disputing the theones
that people gradualiy work their
wa¥ in closer 10 the Gities

10 Adctaide, 1 was &lso fevealed

home 1n the oul-T suburbs be.
cause of ther "roemic environ-
ment™, rather than mioncy worries.

And rentersin Acelaide make up
37 per cent of haus tholds wn unner
metropoliian areas ruch as Untey
and Norwood comj ared with up to
50 per cem of how tholds 1n Syd
ney and Melbourr . showing they
are less concerned xith proumuty
than their counterparts in the
other cilies

The figures did prove Liat many
your:g peopie move around a Jot.
with wlinost haif of moving house
holds headed by propie undcr 35
years.

Eighty five 11 rent of these
people were sirige and had «lso
moved in the previcus five vears

The studr aiso found most
Ppeople who move 140 the wnnct
city tend 10 be chiidi »» compared
with people who Lave outside
metropol:tan areas

Adelaide was ¢k
house Living have:
cent of 1nner ity reuacnts dweil
InZ i 3 hause,
oot In mote diata:

Professur Hassan'- paper, te
leased vesierdoy. 15 1alied Urban
Location. Housicg Tenure and
Residential Preferencs 1n Aust
ralian Cities An Overview

Deoble are more hikely to buy &

Not all first-home buyers are struggling in the cities

Survey debunks ownership myths

HOUSEHOLO TYPE

Singlas and couples under 35 yr3.

Seu parln.l

Rentecs

S8 1nd coupies :s-uh

Singios snd coupies 656 yra waf e | o3| 12
s | 241

Groupl households

Nonecent 131 home buyer 209 { w0 |31 fzrs

Recent 18t MHMO' $2

28| 1

3480 | 5432 | 5480 | 8328 |

NAPPY VALLEY iS WHERE IT'S AT FOR HOME BUYERS, REPORTS JULIE POWER

City lacks fringe benefits

R years, it has been lh: dream of

4 urban planners and policy-makers

Lke the Deputy Prime Minister, Mz
Howe. to brng people back into the
centre of Augralia’s cities.

The belicf was that those Living out in
pappy valiey = (ke urban fringes = were
not thete by choice. They had been
forced 10 lise there because it was the
only place they could buy housing withia
Girir_ budgets. often sacrificing com:
munity faciliies when they most needed
them in the early years of family Lfc.

But tresearch commissioncd by the
National Houting Strategy. relessed
€arly 1his month. chalicrges conventional
opinion about who lives where and why
in Sydney and Melbourne.

The sescarch tested and found
lacking — the stereotypical \1¢“ ol'
innes-city “gentrification™, the “emp!
pest™ syndtome in the middie suburbs
and nappy valley.

W found Sydaey and Mclbourne were
far more dnerse than expected

The cities were not broken into
demographic ghenos.

lnstead, they were more like a series of
villages, wuh each containing 3 signifi-
cant cross-section of the community.

And once people seuled in a zone,
they were reluctant to leave K. with most
bouschold moves being made within
0L,

The housing and location choice
survey found only 40 per cent of those
Lving oa the frnges were furst-home
buyers As mony as 44 pes cent cf
households were change-over burers
(buyers who hare previowsly owned 3
bome and have movedi

And napp sales were o1 gaing to be
much greater there than 3mwhere eise.

As many 2¢ $u per cent of households in
the fringe ateas do not hate chitdren

And while st was woe that there were

more first-home buyers an the fringe
than in other areas, they were sprnd
faith evenly across cities, 24 were the
aged and single parents.

The reporcs confirmation that Ausi-
ralians sull favour low-density housirg
= 3nd will conunue 10 Mmove (0 BEw
subutbs in pursuit of the quarnter-acre

changed the language of urban reform o
the past few months.

Instead of appearing 10 talk about
urban consolidation and 3 shift back 10
medium-density housing in the inner and
oldes middie-nng suburbs, Mr Howes
speeches on the Federal Governmen('s
bener cities programme bave broadcacd
ta include the outer suburbs.

14 1 major speech this week, Mr Howe
touched on the big sales job abead.

He said the Goveroment's research
bad showa many Ausitalians were

“staunchly defensive of Jarge block wa-
duionat bousing™.

Shrinking family sizes had 1o be
provided for by 3 diversity of bousi
which matched the diversity of Aussra-
lian cities.

Urging urban designers, archirects,
and government 10 lead by example, Mr
Howe 1aid: "The prejudices expressed in
suneys will account for mothung when
pecple can see and touch bousing that
meets their needs and desires.

Acv z to Professor Trm Burke,
an assocme rofessor at the Suindurne
Institute of Technology in Victona. the
National Housing Strategy rescarch
exagperates the degree of chone Bat
exsis.

With 90 per cent of new development
10 occur on the fringe berween now and
the year 2000, be argues that cogsolida-
tiog must be reconudered 1o include

blixh — raises in I quesuom
s

igher- y &1 = such as
A yle - on

Are the
licy -makers wiope an thirkirg »f;
{:o‘ what is best for the comniumity *
Canthey reverse 1he e mi
trend outwards 10 pew suburhs, and
bring Ausiralians back to the cities?
\\.wmd That 3 appears i
step with the comm:
2wre of be F:adizgs of
the Federal Gosernmen h:( su

greenacre lnn;! sites

With povernment and planners still
wying to sl the vintuey of smadler block
sizes — and the suney revealing that
pecple buying in manrpy vallry feib
compromised because they were ferced
9 buv smaller blocks 1han they idrally

warted — the b2 1o G the widan
doughnut Bas hardly begun.

By CAVIO PORTER

The common view that nung
PrOPEMTY values and ~getnhca-
hon™ kad forced low-ncome aarn-
€73 our of e Inner sudurbs to tre
urban iringe may Bot be correct,
sccording 1o a draft report

Teleased yesterday by the Indus
by fommusion.

Using data on income distriba-
Uon from the Australian Buress of
Struatics and the 1%91 Yousing
and Locauonal Chette Survey, the
commisson found that lower-
Income housenolds were conces-
wated ln (de core and inser<uy
arces ia Melbourne, and unevealy
spreed through zones Ln Sydsey.

Dividing Melbourne 1ad Sydney
Into four suburban ones, inner
core, middle, outer and fringe. the
dats showed that

@ Housebalds with an income of
$39% of lems & week were dustnbul-
€4 unevenly (hrouRd tbe 2006S 1o
Sydaey, while ta Melbourne they
represeated & Bigher proporuon 1
the core 8ad laner 2ones, but 3
lq'er propartion furthee oul

Househalds escuing between
lm 204 31199 & weed were fairty
cvenly distnbuted througn ine
suburds in both Melbourne and
Sydney.

® The Righest proportian of
Dousebolds earning $1200 or more
5 week were located in (he muddle
yuburbe of MEDOUTTE and 1n the
cor=.aan wnner suburbs of Sydoey

The commicsion 314 he find-
g contradicted the view thar
low-ncome earners were mainly
Locsted ol te fringe and mppon-
ed the view tat Bousebolds with
W incomes tended Lo be located
close 1o establisted services and
dettee public transport

Tire eommicaca sies Found that
most employces traveled 10 and

Poorer families
not fringe
dwellers: study

from work by car. and average
travel tumes di1d not differ rhuch
1or vesideats in inner and odter
areas 11 3814 tbis supported other
evideoce That employmenl Was
moving out of traditional inner-
ity locations.

Tbe commussion's 9rafl repiss
“Taxauon and Fineocial Poiicy
Impacts on Urban Seriement’.
Wil be flnalised tn Apnl aher a
penod of public comment.

1t described as “not weil-found-

subsidised by mnmﬂxy

1t said there was no Clear evt
dence that charg:) meals
for intrastruerore. Tavored. e
development of outer areas at e
expense of redevelopmeat-ef
‘oser city areas.

-nxu sewerage and dru.‘e

n

mm.uuy out of Loe with cau
For services such a3 roads. pulic
1ransport and ecergy, as wel(as
many forms of social infrastruc-
ture. charges da ool always matca
Costs — bul ibis I8 Ibe case both In
inoer sreas and »f e finge.

1t 5218 more respoasive prgng
would lesd 1o befler ipvestment
decmons.

Tde commissicn #3150 found thal
magipulausg prices of ialrastruG:
wre o an atlempt lo aleviate
Bardstip for some groups was Ike
I¥ to be meffectve. Both nich ane
poor, frst-home buyers and repelt
buyers bved mt th ad
mastpulsting isfrastruciré
prices did Bot necessanly provide
assdtance 1o ideatified groups.

R said it was mare effective
#sust those in oeed direcuy.

i€, Dot the places where they
live and work. should be the dar-
ECL” the commussion said.
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People happy in

By PAUL CLEARY

CANBERRA: Most rmple living
in the fringe : subur’os of Sydney and
Meiboune ar first-home buyers
forced to live i luppy valleys™, but
established familics who live there
because they like the lifestyle.

This is 2 key finding of a compre.
hensive survey which asked more than
10,000 houscholds in Sydney and
Melbourne why they chose to live
where they

The study was undcrtaken by the
National Housing Strategy, and while
its findings are yet 1o be published in
full, 8 summary is contained in a
speech to be presenied today to an
urban consolidation conference in
Sydney by the director of the strategy,
Dr Meredith Edwards.

The study suggests that if the
Federal Government's policy or
increasing urban consolidation is to
work, then some of the hidden
subsidies that encourage people to
move 10 the fange will have o be
removed.

HOUSEHOLD TYPES
100

The survey shatters the widely hetd
view that sprawling outer suburbs are
inhabdited mainly by young first-home
buyers. The study shows that the
majority sre families who had bought
second or more homes {change-over

SYDNEY/MELBOURNE 1991

buyers), often motivated by access o
bigger houses

Nearly half the h

in the

in outer and fringe arcas were over $0.
The study shous lha( lhc propor-

nappy valley, study shows

cent, perhaps reflecting the effect of
soa.n'ng house prices on new entrants.

tion of
buyers rises prouessw:ly (owards the

~.outer suburbs.

Thu trend suggests that all types of
holds sull want the

dﬂlched home on the quarter-acee

block — even if it is up to 50

kilometres from the CBD.

The study divided Sydney and
Mclbourne into four concentric cir-
cles — the inner areas, middle areas,
and ouvter and fringe areas.

Ia the innet zone, almost S0 per
cent were renting, while first and

<h, buyers each
for lhoul 20 per cent. More than 30
per cent of the residents in this zone
were under 35, compared with about
20 per cent in the other three zones.

The middle zone is dominated by
first-home buyers, panticularly thase

fringe zones did mot have children,
only a quaner were under 35, [a fact,
more than 40 per cent of the families

who p d more than five years
ago {more than 30 per cent). First-home
buyers who purchased within the past
five years accounted for less than 10 per

buyers also d for
lboul 30 per cent

The outer zone has equal proportions
of first-home buyers and change-over
buyers, about 40 per cent

But it is ia the fringe where
change-over buyers outnumber first-
home buyers — 44 per cent to 40.

Dr Edwards’s paper said the given
reasons for moving 1o particular areas
by first and change-over buyers

“reflect almost two distingt popula-
tions, with very reasons motivations
and experience™,

First buyers were motivated almost
entirely by price. This was cited as the
prime reason for their decision to
move (o the fringe, while only 20 per
cent of change-over buyers said this
afTected their decision.

By contrast, the most significant
reason given by change-overbuyersin
moving to the fringe way environmen-
12l anractiveness, which also means

Urban Policy and Research Vol 12 No 3 1994
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It would be wrong to imply that this is a singularly
Melbourne view of the world! The Adelaide HALPS
(Stevenset al., 1992, p. 19) also disputes ‘conventional
beliefs” about the lack of locational choice facing first
home buyers. Thus an Advertiser byline boldly an-
nounces that ‘Not all first-home buyers are struggling
inthecities: survey debunks ownership myths’ (Chart
1). Thus in the process of overcorrecting for all the
attention that the ‘fringe housing problem’ has deserv-
edly received over the years, some of the most vulner-
able first home buyers have been written out of the
script. Smith (1991) confirms that low income first
homebuyerseligible for the SA Concessional Housing
Loan Scheme in the late 1980s are as strongly concen-
trated in the outer reaches of metropolitan Adelaide as
ever (i.e., Salisbury, Elizabeth, Munno Para and
Noarlunga).

The Industry Commission (1993) adds to the sense of
revisionism that pervades these reports. Although
there has been a ‘watering-down’ of some of the more
sweeping generalisations contained within the draft
report, the compromising technical flawsidentified by
Forster (1992) remain. For example, in the Industry
Commissionanalysis(1993, p.70)lowerincome house-
holds (<$399 per week) are distributed unevenly
through the five zones in Sydney, and concentrated in
the core and inner zone of Melbourne. As a conse-
quence, in the rough translation that finds its way into
the print media, rising property values and
‘gentrification’ are not forcing low-income earners
from ‘inner’ Sydney or Melbourne, nor are they to be
found ‘mainly located at the fringe’ (Chart 1).

Of course low-income households will keep their ‘toe-
hold’ in inner Melbourne and Sydney so long as the
stock of 40,000 public rental dwelling units remains
intact. The 39,227 public renters account for45 per cent
of all households living on less than $200 per week in
the HALCS core/inner zones (Burgess and Skeltys,
1992, pp. 89-90). Studentsin ‘digs’ around the down-
town campuses also distort the estimates, as does the
presence of ‘asset rich, income poor’ aged pensioners.
Yet if household incomes are adjusted for size and
expressed in terms of ‘household equivalent income’,
the extent to which poor households receiving less
than $200 per week are over-represented - in absolute
and proportional terms - in the outer and fringe sub-
urbs of Sydney and Melbourne becomes apparent:
over 40 per cent of the poorest households, and almost

194 . Urban Policy and Research Vol 12 No 3 1994

twice the numbers found in the core/inner zones
(Table 1).
The Art of Urban Myth-making

A careful reading of each of the reports reveals a
certain like-mindedness which is all too apparent in
the cross-referrals, and the reversion to neo-liberal
ideology with its privileging of consumer sovereignty
(i.e., ‘choice’ and “preference’ in place of ‘constraints’).
Thus the sense of general satisfaction with home own-
ership and preference for suburban living that one
naturally expects to emerge from population-wide
surveys, crowds out any consideration of the house-
holds that are not so well served by the Australian
housing system. As the Industry Commission (1993,
63) approvingly points out “..... once basic economic
necessities have been satisfied, people move to where
they want to live rather than where they have to live’
(Floodetal., 1991, p. 19). Echoes of Galbraith’s ‘culture
of contentment’? Butina situation where households
areincreasingly diverse in composition, the treatment
of data must respect their varied experience and the
special needs of women and children within those
households (Cass 1991).

Itismischievousto paradea series of ‘commonly held’,
though unattributed, ‘opinions’ about living patterns
in Australian cities on the one hand (Industry Com-
mission, 1993, pp.54-55), and then generalise the meas-
urement units to such an extent that any ill-fitting
evidence is obscured from view on the other. For
example, I am unaware that anyone in Australian
urban studies has ever concocted an ‘image of large
public sector estates dominating housing in fringe
areas’ (Burgess and Skeltys, 1992, p. 11), or claimed
that ‘people are forced into fringe suburbs against
their will in order to satisfy their desire for home
ownership’ (Stevensetal., 1992, p. 19). What has been
suggested, though, is that at the level of generalisation
where useful international comparisons can be made,
Australian cities are remarkably distinctive to the ex-
tent that significant concentrations of lower income
households canbefound in the outer suburbs (Badcock
1984; Parkin,1982).

Inmany cases thesecommunitiesarealegacy of public
housing programmes that have been much studied
over thelast20years (Badcock 1982), precisely because
of the additional social and economic costs conferred
on poorly located public tenants, and because this
aspect of state housing policy has attracted persistent
criticism. But whomisseriously suggesting thatany of
these surveys of low income, public housing estates
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are necessarily representative of the experience of the
outer and fringe suburbs at large?

‘Stressed Out Communities’

The underlying logic that produced the juxtaposition
of a blue collar industrial workforce and public rental
housing in themiddle and outer suburbs of Australian
cities in the 1960s and 1970s has now turned upon
many of these working class ¢ommunities.
Deindustrialization has made ‘once-functioning and
successful working class suburbs’ like Elizabeth into
poor places (Peel 1993-94).

Whilst the Car and Steel Plans have created one or two
more hopeful exceptions like Wollongong, one of the
trends that these other communities with highly spe-
cialised manufacturing sectors share in common is the
failure of employmentlevels to fully recover after each
economic downturn since the mid 1970s (S§JCC 1992).
Asa consequence, these sub-regions are becoming less
and less attractive to investors as their reputations for
concentrating the long-term unemployed grows, and
as younger or more skilled workers leave (DHHLG &
CS 1993). Moreover, as Taylor’s analysis of the re-
gionalimpactof changing levelsof protectioninmanu-
facturing reveals, many old industrial suburbs in the
eastern and southeastern states still have equally de-
structive rounds of restructuring ahead of them if the
targetrates of protectionare to beachieved in the 1990s
(Taylor 1992).

The loss of work and income have taken a dispropor-
tionate toll of familiesliving on public housing estates,
and increased their susceptibility to stress related ill-
ness. Anyone doubting this is directed to the National
Social Health Atlas maps and tables describing the
incidence and correlates of ‘dependent children of
selected pensioners and beneficiaries’ in our largest
cities(Gloverand Woollacott, 1992, pp.293-299). There
are too many suburbs where over half of all the chil-
drenare now living in households reduced to subsist-
ence. It is doubly ironic, therefore, that structural
unemployment will linger longestin suburbssupport-
ing public rental housing (DEET, 1992); and that due
to the retreat of the public sector in Australia, these
suburbs will concentrate more of those households
dependent upon welfare payments.

The compounding effect of recession in 1982-83 and
again in 1991-93 has run down household savings,
closed local businesses, and threatens to exhaust local
government reserves. Household indebtedness has
reduced the capacity of stressed communities to un-

derwrite public services, while stagnant or even fall-
ing house prices have eroded the rate base of some
local government areas. Tragically, this haemorrhag-
ing by the worst-hit urban (and rural) communities
has coincided with a tightening of Commonwealth
and State outlays in key human service areas like
health and welfare, education, housing and public
transport. The service standards on older suburban
housing estates, for example, have often fallen far
behind community-widebenchmarksaslocalauthori- -
ties struggle to provide basic services to new subdivi-
sions within their council area (DHHCS 1992, p. 23).

Wrecked Boats Don’t Float

Apart from the Building Better Cities programme, a
‘hands off’ approach to area assistance has been ob-
served during the lifetime of the present federal Labor
Government. While BBC grew out of the campaign to
consolidate Australian cities, the concern for social
justice that featured in early programme statements
have sincebeen overtaken by a striving for the kinds of
systemic and operational efficiencies that make for
more ‘productive cities” (Orchard 1993). As a result,
the main thrust of Building Better Cities is directed to
demonstrations of ‘best practice’ in growth corridors
and improvement areas, at the expense of concentrat-
ing scarceresources on the neediest communities. The
only BBC area strategies that devote a significant por-
tion of their funds to ameliorating local conditions are
Adelaide’s Elizabeth-MunnoParaand Brisbane’sInala-
Ipswich Corridor (DHHCS 1992).

Now, with the recovery gaining momentum, the
Keating Government has opted to disregard the ad-
vice of the Taskforce on Regional Development (1993)
in the mistaken belief that “as the tide rises, all boats
float’. Howeverrecentresearchby Gregory and Hunter
at the ANU shows that there has been little pick-up in
employment levels in the worst-hit suburbs even dur-
ing highly expansionary periods like the late 1980s
(Howe 1994). Whilst one is under no illusions about
the very mixed record of area assistance here and
overseas, it is not enough simply to make transfer
payments to people as advocated by the Industry
Commission(1993)and leaveitat that. Social transfers
are for household subsistence alone and do not leave
resources for the kind of community rebuilding that
has become a matter of urgency in parts of Australia.
Wrecked boats don’t float!

As well as seeking in this presentation to restore some
balance to the portrayal of spatial inequity and

Urban Policy and Research Vol 12 No 31934 195



Downloaded by [Monash University Library] at 19:33 29 May 2016

locational disadvantage in Australian cities, my main
objection to therevisionist ‘agenda’ is thatin theminds
of some Canberra bureaucrats it has served to legiti-
mize a complacency towards conditions in those re-
gions that are now under severe stress in our cities.
The adoption of geographical scales of analysis that
average out intra-area differences in income or access
to services obscures the localization of poverty and
service deprivation, especially on the outskirts of Aus-
tralian cities. If social research removes the under-
privileged from view- ‘out of sight’ - itis little wonder
that politicians, not to mention the wider community,
gradually becomes desensitized to their plight - ‘out of
mind’.

BLAR BaDcock
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DISCUSSANT'S COMMENTS:
LOCATIONAL DISADVANTAGE, OUTER
SUBURBIA AND URBAN MYTHS

I'll start by suggesting some things about which we
might all agree, then move on asrapidly as possible to
things thatatleast some of you will disagree with. The
transition point will no doubt come earlier for some
than for others.

Australia’s major cities, by world standards, aren’t
grossly segregated. But, like everywhere else, house-
holds with thelowestincomesand theleast powerend
up, by and large, in the least desirable housing - least
desirable because of various combinations of quality,
locationand ‘image’. Because theleast desirable hous-

ing tends to occur in clusters, all our cities therefore
have areas where low-income households are concen-
trated together. Some concentrations are in the inner
suburbs, some in the middle. And some are in the
outer and fringe suburbs.

The core and inner suburbs still have the highest
percentages of low-income households. They also
contain most of the very worst housing conditionsand
the very worst poverty - including the statistically
invisible homeless. But the outerand fringe suburbs -
evenin Melbourne-containin absolute numbers more
low-income households than the inner and core sub-
urbs. And because outer suburban households are
larger, low-income people - and especially their chil-
dren-outnumber thosein the inner suburbs toaneven
greater extent. Moreover both the absolute numbers
and percentages of low-income households are falling
in the inner suburbs and increasing in the outer and
fringe areas.

We can leave aside the furphies and alleged ‘urban
myths’ that the Industry Commission Report on Taxa-
tionand Financial Policy Impacts on Urban Settlement
(1993) set up for itself as easy targets. No one has ever
seriously said - or believed - thatall low-income house-
holds live in the outer suburbs, or that the outer
suburbs consist largely of low-income ‘deprived’
households, or entirely of young families with chil-
dren, or entirely of marginal first-time home buyers
forced there against their will. What matters is that
some of our outer and fringe suburbs undeniably do
contain significant numbers of low-income house-
holds - more than in the inner city - and that their
numbers are rising. As Blair Badcock points out, this
haslong beenrecognised as a characteristicof Austral-
iancities. Why the Industry Commissionshould waste
its time and ours going through contortions in an
attempt to conceal it is an interesting question.

Of course low-income households gain many benefits
from living in the outer suburbs. They get access to
separate houses, private space and greenery to an
extent that would be envied in other countries. But
they also do tend to have worse access to jobs, services
and facilities than households in the inner and middle
suburbs, and they are very dependent on the automo-
bile. Chris Maher suggests that we shouldn’t worry
too much about this alleged locational disadvantage.
He argues that surveys show households of all in-
comes prefer low density suburban living. Outer
suburban households choose their location because it
offers them the best combination of short term condi-
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