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Abstract

Despite the growth of domestic and international markets in second homes to be used
for holidays (rather than as private let investments) there has been little research on
this issue in the Australian context. Similarly, there has been little work outside what
have been termed ‘geographies of temporary mobility’, despite three being reason to
believe that the social distribution of the ownership of the homes that facilitate these
patterns of movement, as well as their spatial distribution, are important. This paper
presents the results of an initial study that draws together the international literature
on second homes, and some of the complex methodological issues related to second
home research. Analysing HILDA data for ownership levels of second homes, we
discuss the relative limitations of data in the Australian context before moving on to a
case study which examines Tasmania’s East Coast where there has been overall
significant and sustained growth in second homes. Here we describe the results of
interviews with real estate agents, local planning officers and community
representatives to consider the wider ramifications and impacts of significant and
localised second homeownership before considering some early policy
recommendations directed at the state and federal tiers of governance.

1. Introduction

Since the 1960s when the recreational land boom started (Stroud, 1985) the rise of
second homeownership has become a distinctive and contested feature of local
housing market and community change in rural and seaside areas. The result of rising
real incomes, the opening of new routes and modes of transport and changes in work
and leisure patterns, this form of homeownership has been both distinctive and
problematic because of its broader local effects. Cohen’s (1974) description of second
homeowners as ‘marginal tourists’ indicated a stronger interaction between rising real
incomes and leisure preferences which began to encompass second residential
choices, often based on holiday experiences within the same country as the primary
home. However, wider taxation settings, housing equity and real income growth as
well as transportation, home/work patterns and demographic changes have all
combined to generate a stronger interest and concern in the wider impacts of this
distinctive form of ownership and, in particular, in its impacts as it plays out in
specific localities.

Second homes have provided commentators with a problematic, though intriguing,
object of study. Aside from intricate questions of definition (Paris, 2005) and their
relative distribution and number (Frost, 2003) they have often been seen as a
distinctive subset of the housing market which displays a distinctive set of social costs
and benefits (Gallent and Tewdwr-Jones, 2000). While mechanisms of fiscal support
and a broader economic of housing equity growth have supported a significant
expansion in home ownership and private renting, by extension second homes have
become a more prominent feature of the housing and symbolic landscapes of rural
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spaces which support the aspirations of largely wealthy households whose second
residential choices may display emergent social costs in the localities they touch:

‘Such demand can increase development pressure on sensitive natural resources,
inflate real estate prices, create the need for affordable employee housing,
increase sprawl, displace long-term residents, and can be seen as a threat to the
existing culture of a community’ (Gallant and Tewdwr-Jones, M., 2000:).

As with the significant interest generated by the residential choices of higher income
households and their effects on low income urban neighbourhoods (Smith and
Williams, 1986; Atkinson and Bridge, 2005) second homeownership represents a re-
valorisation of dwellings and settlements in predominantly rural and rural seaside
areas. However, generally marked by the temporary presence of owners, presenting a
partial re-filling of sometimes declining rural towns and villages, second homes are
ambiguous in their effects. While on the one hand benefits have been identified, like
population and economic growth, others have found an equal erosion of housing
choices for lower income households, the decline of populations and subsequent loss
of essential public and commercial service infrastructures. Often these effects co-exist
so rather than suggesting that the jury remains out on whether second homes are good
or bad, it is more productive to think of a complex interplay of the specific form and
extent of a process differentially played-out in divergent contexts. These contexts are
themselves capable of supporting, benefiting or, indeed, being significantly damaged
by examples of this process. Understanding how and why different impacts accrue is
therefore critical to an analysis capable of commenting on and supporting public
interventions that might plan, restrict or otherwise guide second homeownership to
ensure that social equity is supported in local contexts. Equity issues are often at the
forefront of burdens stemming from economic restructuring.

The interaction of spatial scales and contexts (including national, urban and
neighbourhood drivers and conditions) also include prevailing fiscal, economic and
welfare structures, changing cultural preferences, the redistribution of wealth and
experience of relative deprivation as well as socio-legal elements of housing tenure.
The growth in ownership of more than one home, primarily for leisure, investment
and rental purposes has become significant precisely to the extent that in local
contexts it has assumed a particular stance which reflects not only the growth in real
incomes but also a distinctive set of local impacts. As with the development of
patterns of gentrification (Atkinson, xy) and gated communities (Glasze et al, 2006;
Atkinson and Blandy, 2006) second homes appear to be important for investigation
because they suggest a privileged realm within which private choices coalesce in
broader patterns that produce effects on lower income groups. In the UK, Europe and
North America this agenda has generally focused on the withdrawal of dwellings from
local markets with the effect of excluding ‘local’ groups from housing markets, the
‘distortion’ of local housing markets with effects on housing affordability and market-
based exclusion as well as the erosion of local services as seasonality of residence
produces slack demand periods for commercial services as well as local transport,
welfare and education services. All of this is to say nothing of the fiscal cost
represented by second homeownership in countries like the UK where they have often
attracted a discounted property tax rate, thus reducing the ability of local authorities to
cater for full-time resident populations.
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In short, there is something distinctive about the rise of second homeownership
insofar as it appears to denote a wider restructuring of housing consumption which
has often produced a secondary series of social problems or amplified existing
inequalities and impacts. In this paper our primary concern is with the specific costs
and range of impacts presented by the growth of ownership of second homes,
specifically those used for holidays by their owners. Within this focus our exploratory
research draws on the broad Australian specificities and conditions which have seen a
rise in second homeownership and, within that, the distinctive case of Tasmania
where second homeownership in small rural and seaboard communities has,
anecdotally, become a significant feature of local property markets. Our question then
concerns the extent to which this process, often noted for its divisive and often
problematic local unwinding, might present similar social costs in this context.

The structure of the paper is as follows. First we consider a brief history of second
homeownership and the broad empirical research to date. We then move on to profile
second homeownership in Australia and the results of empirical work on Tasmania’s
eastern coastline. Finally we discuss the impacts of the particular form of second
homeownership emerging in areas like this and its wider significance in terms of
academic and public policy debates about second homeownership and its community
impacts.

2. The rise of second homeownership

As a growth in real incomes across western economies has lead to subsequent growth
in international and domestic travel so have households also sought to invest time and
money in the ownership of second ‘homes’, primarily for holidaying, but also
increasing amounts of household time (Gallent and Tewdr-Jones, 2000). Second
homes refer to a particular idea of usage (Hall and Muller 2004:4) that is elusive to
pin down in practice. Such transformations, or what Pacione calls ‘seasonal
suburbanisation’” (Pacione in Hall and Muller 2004:6), may upset common
interpretations of primary domestic spaces with, for example, weekend retreats of
various kinds forcing a new analysis of the idea of where home is (Paris, 2006). If
home is where the heart is then for many people with second homes it is likely that the
emotional attachment and significance of the second home may sometimes be greater
than that recorded as the place of predominant ‘mundane’ residence.

Just as gentrification was observed by Ruth Glass (1964) to be a trend that emulated
the habit of a rural gentry of having a pied a terre in the city, so second homes often
appear as rural weekenders and long term holiday retreats of the urban bourgeoisie.
Since then countless time-share flat sales in southern Europe and the growth of British
rural exclaves in regional France (sometimes referred to as Dordogneshire or, in the
Italian case Chiantishire) have also been supported by social and technological
transitions. In areas of France, like the Languedoc or Dordogne, a growth in new
foreign residents was seen as less of a problem in areas of rural decline and out-
migration by younger people than subsequent waves of new British migrants who
expressed only seasonal commitments to their new homes, some of which were
purchased for investment and sub-letting, rather than to make a full move to the area
(Cassen, 2004).
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Work on rural gentrification (Phillips, 1993; Phillips, 2002; Smith and Phillips, 2001;
Darling, 2005) continues a broader thread of interest in the residential choices of high
income groups and their impact on what are often low-income rural housing contexts.
However, a separable set of factors has resulted from these processes particularly
since impacts may be differentiated because of the emergence of a new resident rather
than seasonal population. The work of Gallent and Jones (2000) highlights the often
complex linkages between this new ‘semi-population’ of second homeowners and
rural economies and communities. This work indicates that while second homes have
not caused much of the hardship of areas in rural Wales, they have created a less
accessible landscape for housing consumption by lower income households.

The precise extent of this transformation is often difficult to assess given the
complexities of definition. In the U.S. Census a second home is defined as any vacant
house that is used for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. While investment
homes rented out for profit can also be considered second homes such properties are
excluded from analyses like that of Weagraff (2004) where it was argued that a focus
on seasonal residents was more important. The danger here is that this is likely to
underestimate the possible negative impacts of such investment behaviour given that
investment property owners do not usually visit seasonally. Nevertheless, such
refining is necessary in the first instance, if we are to be able to identify the particular
effects that ‘holiday homes’ as a distinctive form engender.

In the US second homeownership has become prevalent in specific localities. Di et al
(2001) claim that in 1990 around one-fifth of these were concentrated in twenty
counties. Most of these areas located in Florida or near Boston, Los Angeles, New
York, Philadelphia, and Phoenix metropolitan areas. In fact the 2000 U.S. census
counted 4.5 million homes of this kind, or 3.09% of the US housing stock (Weagraff,
2004) with around 90% of owners married, and 85% without children living at home
and spending 1-3 months annually at their second home. Most second homeowners
lived within the same state, within 100 miles of their primary home. This research
concluded that this sub-set of second homeowners actually tended to increase
employment growth, per capita income and population growth in these areas, though
this varied between coastal counties with a high percentage of second homes which
showed more signs of economic prosperity than forested counties with the same
percentage of second homes. The general point to make is that we cannot hope to
assess the effects of second homes unless other prevailing conditions and
preconditions are taken into account.

In Australia, there has been little accounting for second homes although one of the
earliest researches on second homes was conducted in the 1960s and focussed on
Queensland. There has generally been little further work until recently with attempts
to enumerate and chart the distribution of second homes (Frost, 200xy). It seems
likely that similar factors explain the rise of second homeownership in Australia and
yet there are distinctive contextual features of the Australian property market, the
distribution of settlements and access that give the region a specific set of
characteristics. Seasonal shifts from the tropical regions to cooler places in summer
and vice versa in winter drive flows of inter-regional holidaymakers and, more
recently, second home buyers. This appears to coincide with the advent of higher
income/capital segments in older age groups who have time and money to make these
kind of ‘snowbird’ migrations, sometimes spending as much as six months at each
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home. In the increasing interest on Australian second homeownership it would seem
that we are starting to catch the wave of the emerging patterns of second
homeownership evident at least in Europe and the US. Larger investments being made
in rural/coastal second homes suggests this is starting to erode what was a more
distinctly Australian experience in the ‘shack culture’ and cultivate what has
otherwise been termed ‘elite landscapes’ (Hall and Müller 2004). In this sense, taking
into account the ‘shack culture’, Australians have always had an abiding interest in a
second ‘location’, if not a second ‘home’ of the scale and investment currently being
witnessed. Consequently, we now seem to be seeing a new significant form with
particular important local market and social impacts worthy of study.

The size of Australia itself also means that there is a tendency for second homes to be
located in the same state as that of the primary home. Within this context Tasmania is
itself distinctive. Not only does the ‘island state’ act as a further inducement for
intraregional second homes, but this has served to give Tasmania an historically
atypical position. The apparent ‘cheapness’ of local dwellings now acts as an attractor
to the Sydney, Melbourne and, to some extent, Brisbane property markets. The past
decade has seen increasing interest in the relatively cheap, temperate beauty of the
location as well as a largely unfettered coast line, particularly in comparison to the
coastal areas of Queensland and New South Wales. Along with improved and lower
cost air travel, the effect has been to produce a flurry of interstate purchases for
residence, investment, letting and as second homes.

While in general second homes have been part of an elite landscape, in the context of
Tasmania a number of local and distinctive contextual features suggest greater
complexity. Part of this complexity is the idiosyncratic form of its traditional second
dwelling ownership, the shack. Books (Newton, 2003) and films (ABC’s ‘Shack’)
have been devoted to this distinctive lifestyle centred on cheap, makeshift holiday
homes. Shacks carry with them a cultural element that is, in many cases, characteristic
of a kind of quasi democracy-squattocracy society. Historically many shacks were
simply staked out on coastal crown land. During the 1990’s, in an effort to control the
environmental implications of this shack development and perhaps also to control new
development on what had been perceived to be public land the State Government set
up what it called the Shack Sites Project (formerly known as the Shack Sites
Categorisation Program) in order consider their long term tenure on Crown land. The
Government estimated here were approximately 1,370 shacks on Crown land in
Tasmania of which 500 were previously managed by the Hydro Electric Corporation.

Shack owners had petitioned successive Governments for greater security of tenure
and the realisation that owners were not prepared to invest in improving their shacks
due to this uncertainty gave rise to broader concerns about future environmental
impacts. Thus, shacks largely remained of poor quality and did not comply with
contemporary environmental or building standards while there was increasing
potential for pollution from sites as families spent more time at their shacks. The
Crown Lands (Shack Sites) Act 1997 (the Act) was passed by the State Government to
create secure tenure for existing Crown land shack owners and submit them to the
building and environmental codes attending more legitimate tenures. The criteria were
largely based on environmental impact, particularly as most did not exist within
community settlements but often in remote locations without wider infrastructural
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support. Through this process 1,198, or 90 per cent, were converted to freehold and 53
shacks earmarked for removal.

This has synergies with the New Zealand and South African experience but is in
contrast with the British and European circumstance of transferring ownership in
existing stock, or commercial new-build for second homeownership (see Kearns, 2006
and Thompson 1985 in Keen and Hall 2004:179). We can speculate that the
differences somewhat represent more sparsely populated regions (that is, it is still
possible to find places to ‘squat’ in parts of Australia) as well as a general laxness of
government in dealing with these little indiscretions that started dotting remoter
coastlines. The increased profile of shacks, particularly during the ‘crown land saga’,
has lead to architectural vignettes and artistic depictions of the shack as a cultural
expression of Tasmanian life. Like the New Zealand ‘bache’, Tasmanian shacks have
started to attract some vernacular acclaim, representing (albeit quaint) mixtures of
lean-to, basic shelters that are thrown together with mixed materials and
craftsmanship. In both cases, second homes, or shacks were grounded in the idea of
cheap accommodation for domestic weekend and holiday getaways. More recently,
these ‘cheap retreats’ are becoming more expensive to maintain and retain for some
families who have used the shack for generations. While shacks are a Tasmanian way
of life, they are not so for all Tasmanians. Consequently, the ‘Shacks Project’ that
sought to solve an environmental problem, also highlighted groups of the community
who had basically, ‘taken for themselves’ a coastal holiday spot, the tenure of which
was now being legitimised and the land values increasing. For the sake of minimising
environmental degradation, that arguably should not have occurred in the first place
‘according to the rules’, this move appeared to some as rewards for theft by virtue of
the theft occurring a long time ago amounting to a kind of coastal squottocracy.
Nevertheless shacks are becoming a more marginalised part of the second home scene
in Tasmania now. The “rising cost of ownership” (Keen and Hall 2004:182) means
the constitution of second home (shack) areas is changing from a period of informal
construction and temporary settlement (NZHPT 1995 in Keen and Hall 2004:182) to a
valorisation of rural sites, a broadening of market boundaries and new investor
interest.

3. Evidence on the community impacts of second homes

The shack culture in Tasmania can be broadly considered to have a different set of
impacts and consequences for existing communities because shacks have for a long
time been part of the fabric of these communities. Now they form one component of a
different set of effects. It is clear from the broader research literature that a recent
substantial growth of second home ownership brings with it it’s own distinctive set of
problems (albeit connected to similar and wider ones) in locations where they have
proliferated.

In a Scottish study interviewees identified the economic benefits of second homes as
� investment in the local economy from building and refurbishment work and
� visitors’ spending. However, this was set against � effective reductions in permanent
accommodation for local people, with some people having a house for the winter and
being forced into caravans for the summer or being forced into a contract in which
they would be homeless for a fortnight or month in the summer. In-mover housing
equity also overheated the owner-occupied housing market pushing prices beyond
locals’ reach. Further undermining the potential economic benefits, there was a
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tendency amongst holiday homeowners to bring their own food and supplies with
them rather than buying it locally. In addition wealthy semi-retirees’ undercut existing
Bed and Breakfast rates and, working themselves, contributed to depressed part-time
work wage rates (Satsangi et al, 2001).

Patterns of Use

Second home ownership and patterns of use are clearly influenced by travel time and
distance decay as well as the availability of amenity rich areas. Most often, use
patterns are seasonal and this seasonality depends on the distance decay from the
primary residences. In the international context, long-distance second home
ownership is generally seen as the exception (Hoggart and Butler 1995 in Hall and
Muller 2004:8). Second homes often tend to be weekend homes with empirical
evidence to suggest that “second home ownership loses its attractiveness as soon as
the weekend leisure zone is passed” (Hall and Muller 2004:9). Many, particularly in
Australia, are long-weekend, and school holiday homes where the weekend
commitment loses its flavour, or they exceed comfortable commuter distance. For this
reason distance-decay might be a better indicator of purchase choice than actual use.
Nevertheless, general indicators suggest that in many cases, second homeowners
intend to spend a significant amount of time at the home, and the second home can in
this regard be seen as a particular leisure commodity for more routine leisure
experiences.

Additional factors in the patterns of distribution of location choices for second homes
are the role of real estate agents and the availability of land through land-use practices
and planning (Hall and Muller 2004). Increasingly the availability of property
developers is also playing a significant role. Anecdotal evidenced from Tasmania
suggests timeshare has become a mechanism for developing housing of a particular
use with an expectation with will change. Recently in Tasmania large parcels of land
have been developed as ‘timeshare’ properties because current planning laws restrict
‘residential’ in these areas. Common understanding is that these developments ‘get in’
as timeshare and then wait, and apply pressure for the planning laws to change to
residential (Planner). At this point, we can imagine a surge in second home properties
becoming available.

Another example from contexts like rural Scotland (Satsangi et al, 2001) illustrate the
issue of constrained land supply combined with the right to buy of social housing in
these locations meant a significant erosion of supply of affordable housing that
enforces further out-migration of low income households. Continuing the slippage
between types of ownership and use, most households purchase second homes in
order to achieve some dimension of lifestyle that is not available at their primary
residence (Hall and Muller 2004:13). For some, the process of retirement is linked to
second homeownership where they are attracted to amenity-rich places with
preferable climates (Hall and Muller 2004:13). In this way second homeownership
may segue into permanent residence for some:

“Hence, second home ownership may sometimes represent a precursor to
permanent domestic or international migration” whereby “second home
retirement is clearly emerging as a significant planning issue” (Hall and Muller
2004:13).
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Economic Effects

Most often, the benefits of second homes are economic in nature (see Muller xy et al).
Perhaps this is because, given the myriad of methodological constraints, these are the
easiest to suppose or even attempt to measure. Weagraff (2004) suggests economic
benefits from second homeownership but stresses the uneven distribution of such
benefits across and within communities. A key feature of second homes is that their
households tend to visit at particular times of the year or according to other cycles.
This may mean either that their investment in the local economy of such places is
limited, irregular, or regularly discontinuous with impacts on the supply and use of
low-income labour. This suggests that second homeownership leads to seasonal
variations in demand for labour and services, but always reinforcing the conviction
that contextual factors and the extent of new second home markets will bed down in
different ways within different local and regional contexts. For example, depending
on the location seasonal demand driving seasonal supply, may enable locals to remain
in an area living off seasonal earnings where they otherwise would not be able to. In
another location it may provide extra work for a generally employed workforce. The
economic benefits may be positive in both cases, but are differentially so.

At a more macro level, the economic benefits of financial injections into deprived
rural areas, supporting services and the maintenance of local service supply, as well as
increases in employment (Muller, Hall and Keen 2004) need to be offset by the
increased costs associated with upgrading infrastructure by local governments. A
range of fiscal issues are also implied which may highlight or even capture some of
these gains and problems. For example, increases in property values may bring greater
property taxes to local administrations but, equally, may fall as a greater burden on
incumbent full-time residents who may ultimately gain in their housing equity.

Displacement and Replacement

Social effects of second homeownership tend to focus on the relative replacement and
displacement of existing households. These issues are complex in both causation and
the ability to measure the effects. We want to contend that they have parallels with
urban gentrification and studies of urban displacement (Atkinson, 2000; Wyly and
xy). These studies indicate that households often do feel displaced, citing operations
of the market and the inability to afford to stay, and that this situation can be
connected to private and public actions and interventions that privilege high income
in-movers.

Increased property prices may mean that low income households entering their local
property market are priced-out which means that if there are no other housing
alternatives they may be displaced. On the other hand, second homeowners may help
to ‘fill the gaps’ of declining and de-populating rural areas (replacement) may
ultimately accelerate the effects of the other (displacement) (Gallent and Tewdwr
Jones, Area piece xy). In the Welsh context where resentment of English second
homeowners has often been politically charged, Gallent and Tewdwr Jones argue that
numbers of second homes are declining and not responsible for the fixed supply of
housing often imposed by national parks status and inflexible planning systems.
However, they also emphasise that losses through right to buy and the inflation of
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property prices because of increases in second homeownership has had large effects in
some communities, where lower income households are often displaced to adjacent
localities. The dispersal of poverty may also conceal the extent of social problems
which have been pushed out of the immediate area. As the researchers comment:

‘Second home buyers often unwittingly exploit the weaknesses of the rural
economy: they often find ‘bargain’ properties in picturesque villages, but rarely
question why property commands such a low price in the local market’ (Gallent
and Tewdwr-Jones, 2003).1

Second homeowners can also offer a more conservative and less positive attitude
towards change. Winz (1997) suggests that they have often hindered further large-
scale tourism development to protect their own amenity and property values. This,
according to Winz follows an “intrusion of urban values and expectations into rural
working environments” (Winz 1997:10 in Muller, Hall and Keen 2004:23). However,
perhaps this is better explained as the importation rather of what urbanites deem rural
values, since this is often the attraction in the first place. Either way, the end is the
creation of urban stakeholders in rural issues (Waldsmith 1997 in Muller, Hall and
Keen 2004:23). While the urban / rural divide is active, and a long time friend of
displacement, in many of these issues it is worth bearing in mind the temporary /
permanent divide is often more so.

Planning, Management and the Environment

As we have already suggested in the case of Tasmanian shacks, there may be
environmental impacts from the second homes that outweigh ‘acceptable’ impacts,
particularly in the absence of services like plumbing. However, environmental
impacts also include those accruing from transport as well as land clearance and other
infrastructural issues where unplanned and unregulated. Often pollution concerns,
waterways, particularly lakes, rivers and coastlines that are attractive to second home
development. Waterways effectively act as conductors of pollution, spreading their
effects to other areas connected to the waterways.

There may also be aesthetics impacts to consider with new purpose-built dwellings
seen as being out of sympathy with the local street, town or rural landscape. This may
also reflect symbolic changes in the local ownership of public space, leading to
community conflict over the character and ownership of such spaces and landscapes
that may appear as being interpolated by a different set of values and aesthetics. ‘Old
communities’ on the basis of their ‘legitimate’ ties to the place question the activities
of ‘new communities’ in these situations. This points to a perennial concern, that
public planning and issues of social equity are important and yet often ignored
precisely because second homes are often seen as a non-problem and therefore data is
rarely collected, impacts are rarely monitored and debates concerning methodological
complexity remain in their infancy. It follows that investigations, like those of Hall
and Keen (1999) and Green et al (1996) might start to encourage local governments to
think about second homes by drawing their attention to the kinds of issues raised by
their presence.

1 Note the exploitation is ‘unwitting’. How many of us question the relatively low prices of any
commodity we consider to be a ‘bargain’? Even when we suspect that bargain goes all the way to
sweatshops or somebody losing out.
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Methodological problems

The effects of concentrated second homes may be pronounced, yet as we continue to
reiterate this can occur and be interpreted in different ways. When seen as the after
effect of rural economic restructuring there may be an ambiguity about the causation
of local problems in the communities touched by second homes, so for example:

‘Behind every property that is sold to a second homeowner there is usually a
household that decided not to live in the countryside’ (Muller, Hall and Keen
2004:26).

Second homes generally enter what is already a conflicted landscape in many ways.
Therefore, there is no degree zero from which to measure the effects and no clear way
of specifying causation in this sense. As with studies of household displacement more
generally, evaluating causes and effects are rarely simple. We need to ask why a
household decided not to live in the countryside. This might be because opportunities
lie elsewhere and yet people ‘voluntarily’ moving away from rural areas may still be
involved in the playing-out of macro economic effects that are exacerbated by the
kind of impacts that stem from large concentrations of second homes discussed here.
We might suggest as an addendum to the above that:

Behind every property that is sold to a second homeowner there is usually a
semi-permanent commitment made to a new and viable rural economy –
society.

Perhaps the greatest methodological problem in examining these issues lies in the lack
of understanding concerning second homes. As our research indicates, many rural
municipalities recognise the ‘issue’ but are unable to determine much about it because
second homeowners are more distinctive in non-numerical terms. In terms of ‘rate
base’, arguably the traditional measure of what counts most to local government,
second homeowners are like any other. Qualitative effects tend to be conflated with
tourists and retirement migration and this is why the urban / rural distinction on its
own is problematic. The temporary / permanent distinction removes migration from
the picture, but leaves second homers as ‘committed tourists’, and while perhaps this
is less of a problem in terms of measuring effects, homeowners themselves need to
tell us more about this.

4. Ownership of Second Homes in Australia

In this first section we look at household level data from the Household Income and
Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey. Here we focus on the extent of
second home ownership in Australia and examine some of the characteristics of those
who own second homes. HILDA is a large panel survey that has been administered to
a probability sample of Australians, with the first wave collected in 2001. We utilise
data from the second wave of 2002 as it included a module of additional questions on
wealth, one of which was a question on the ownership of second homes. This wave of
household data has a sample size of 7,245 households
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Two housing related questions from the HILDA household survey are relevant for this
study. The first asked respondents

“Do you (or any other members of this household) own this home, rent it, or do you
live here rent free?”

Approximately 68% claimed they owned or were mortgaging their homes, with 29%
renting or paying board, and 3% living rent free or with life tenure (a very small
proportion - only 0.2% - were involved in a rent/buy scheme). The second question,
on second home ownership, was:

“Do any members of this household own any holiday homes or any other houses,
units or properties, but not including the home in which you live? Do not include
businesses or farms (unless the farm is purely residential and is not a business).”

There are obvious problems with this question. First, it conflates several categories
that are potentially of distinct interest to housing researchers, such as ‘holiday homes’,
‘other’ homes, and ‘units’. Further problems are evident in not distinguishing
dwellings used for financial investment, as their owners may or may not consider
these to be homes, although this may weigh the question in our favour, losing a
proportion of investment properties. The problem is it is ambiguous. The employment
of vernacular terms such as ‘shacks’, for example, might have been a useful probe in
the question for capturing and distinguishing a wider range of dwellings that exist
aside from the primary dwelling, or this may have confused the issue further.

Perhaps, as a more insistent problem, is the inclusion of ‘properties’ in the
questionnaire item. This prevents the distinction between second homes of any type
and blocks of land purchased as an investment or for prospective building, as well as
larger land investments not used for farming. Nevertheless, the HILDA question
appears to come closer to capturing second home ownership than previous estimates
based upon levels of unoccupied households (e.g. Frost 2003).
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Table 1: Housing Tenure and Second Home Ownership (per cent)

Housing Tenure
Own or Mortgage 68.1
Rent or board 28.7
Live rent free or have life tenure 3.0
Involved in a rent/buy scheme 0.2
n (7242)

Second Homes
Own Second Home 16.9
Do not own 2nd Home 83.1
n (7241)

Question design issues aside, based upon the HILDA data we found that 17% of
households claimed to own a second home or property (Table 1). This contrasts
sharply with Frost’s 2003 estimate of 2.5%, based on ABS data and which is more in
line with the figures provided by the US census data (3.09%). We cross-tabulated type
of housing tenure with second home ownership in Table 2.1 Twenty percent of home
owners/mortgagees were also owners of second homes or properties. A similar
proportion of households living rent free or with life tenured housing also claim
second home owning. Interestingly, 9.0% of renters also own a second ‘home’,
suggesting interesting configurations between patterns of renting and owning multiple
homes that have generally been ignored in the literature. For example, this may be an
indication that renters in areas of high cost housing own, or are purchasing investment
homes and/or properties in more affordable (rural) areas, as well as the Australian
penchant for holiday or ‘shack’ ownership.

Several other questions were useful for our research, (location, wealth and income)
yet in line with previous Australian research on second home ownership (Frost 2003),
these data are also problematic. In Table 3 we present an overview of second
homeownership by states, with the larger cities separated from the remainder of each
state. There is some variation apparent between the states. South Australia has the
lowest incidence of second home ownership, followed by Tasmania (13%) and those
living in Perth (15%). By contrast, it will surprise few that Canberrans are most likely
to own a second home (presumably situated somewhere other than in the ACT). With
the exception of the Northern Territory, Sydneysiders show the next highest
percentage of ownership at 19%, although these estimates do not vary substantially
from Melbourne (18%), or Brisbane (17%).

While the bivariate results indicate that levels of second home ownership vary across
cities and states, this may be due in part to differentially distributed patterns of income
and wealth across the country. To explore this contention we ran a series of
regression models with location, home ownership, income quartiles and wealth
quartiles as predictors of second home ownership (Table 4). As the dependent variable
is dichotomous (i.e. own second home versus do not own a second home), the results
presented below are odds ratios from binary logistic regression analyses.

In the first regression model we see a similar pattern to the results presented in Table
3. However, in this case we contrast location in major cities and states with living in
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Adelaide (i.e. the reference group), as the latter is has the lowest level of second home
ownership. In the second model we add home ownership as a predictor. Not
surprisingly, owning a home (as opposed to renting or living rent free) increases the
odds of owning a second home by approximately 2.5 times (model 3), although this is
reduced somewhat when we control for level of household income in model 4. Levels
of second home ownership increase in relation to household income in a linear
fashion, very substantially for the highest quartile. However, the real driver of second
home ownership is wealth. When wealth quartiles are introduced to the regression
equation in model 5, the impact of household income is reduced markedly, although
remains a highly statistically significant predictor in the case of the highest income
quartiles.2

Interestingly, after controlling for income and wealth, the magnitude of several of
state and city odds ratios are reduced substantially, and unlikely to hold in the
population. For example, living in Sydney, Melbourne or the ACT does not increase
the odds of owning second homes over those residing in Adelaide, after controlling
for income and wealth. Alternatively, holding income and wealth constant,
Tasmanians are more than twice as likely to own a second home as those living in
Adelaide. These state based findings are worthy of further exploration, yet as the
magnitude of the R2 results for models 4 and 5 indicate, income, and particularly
wealth are clearly the most important factors for ‘explaining’ second home ownership
in these data.

Table 2: Second Home Ownership by Housing tenure (per cent)

Own or Mortgage Rent Rent Free

Own Second Home 20.1 9.0 20.0
Do not own 2nd Home 79.9 91.0 80.0
n (4931) (2078) (220)

Source: Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (2002)

2 Home ownership is dropped as a predictor in model 5, as it often comprises a large component of
household net worth. While again an asset, and in some cases contributing substantially to household
wealth, second home ownership can also contribute negatively to household wealth through debt, so
household wealth is seen as an appropriate predictor of second home ownership for the regression
models. The magnitude of the Pearson’s correlation between the HILDA derived household net worth
variable used as the wealth variable, and second home ownership supports this approach, as it is only
moderate at r = .37. The correlations between the wealth quartile dummy variables used in the
regression models are also weak to moderate (quartile 1 r = -.21; quartile 2 r = -.14; quartile 3 r = -.02;
quartile 4 r = .34).
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Table 4: Predictors of Second Home Ownership (Odds Ratios)

Model 1 2 3 4 5
States & Territories
Sydney 2.1*** 2.1*** 1.8** 1.3 1.3
Other NSW 1.8*** 1.7*** 1.8** 1.4 1.5*
Melbourne 2.0*** 1.8** 1.6** 1.4 1.4
Other Victoria 1.9*** 1.8** 1.9** 1.5* 1.6*
Brisbane 1.8** 1.9** 1.7** 1.7* 1.6*
Other Queensland 1.8*** 1.8** 1.8** 1.9** 2.0**
Adelaide 1 1 1 1 1
Other South Australia 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.4
Perth 1.6* 1.5* 1.5 1.4 1.4
Other West Australia 2.4*** 2.3*** 2.5*** 2.2** 2.4***
Tasmania 1.4 1.3 1.5 2.0* 2.0*
Northern Territory 2.7* 2.4* 1.8 2.2 2.0
ACT 3.1*** 3.0*** 2.0** 1.9* 1.6
Home Ownership - 2.5*** 1.9*** - -
Economic Resources
Income $0 to $22, 278 1 1 1 1 1
$22, 278 to $46, 000 - - 1.5** 3.8*** 1.2
$46, 001 to 77, 532 - - 2.5*** 8.5*** 1.8***
$77, 533 + - - 5.3*** 26.8*** 2.8***
Net Worth
$35, 000 or less 1 1 1 1 1
$35, 001 to $183, 396 - - - 3.2***
$183, 397 to $433, 099 - - - 6.5***
$433, 100+ - - - 17.9***
Nagelkerke R2 .01 .04 .12 .21 .24
n (7241) (7009) (7009) (7241) (7241)

* <.05 ** < .01 *** < .001

Notes: Dependent variable own second home = 1; do not own second home = 0.

Source: Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (2002)
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Table 5: Home Ownership and 2nd Home Ownership (odds ratios)

Model Home 2nd Home

States & Territories
Sydney 0.8* 1.8**
Other NSW 1.4* 1.8**
Melbourne 1.2 1.7**
Other Victoria 1.5** 1.9**
Brisbane 0.8 1.6*
Other Queensland 1.0 1.9**
Adelaide 1 1
Other South Australia 1.3 1.4
Perth 1.2 1.5
Other West Australia 1.2 2.4***
Tasmania 1.0 1.5
Northern Territory 0.7 2.0
ACT 0.7 2.0*

- -
Economic Resources
Income $0 to $22, 278 1 1
$22, 278 to $46, 000 1.2* 1.5***
$46, 001 to 77, 532 2.0*** 2.7***
$77, 533 + 4.5*** 6.1***

Nagelkerke R2 .09 .11
N (7011) (7241)
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5. The Community Effects of Second Homeownership on Tasmania’s East Coast

In this final section we present the findings of a series of exploratory interviews with
relevant key actors. In order to ground the broad quantitative data on second
homeownership and to begin to consider the community impacts of second
homeownership in Tasmania a series of twenty-one telephone interviews were
undertaken. These interviews took place with planners, councillors and real estate
agents from each east coast municipality. While there are many second homes along
the coastal areas of Tasmania, the East Coast and Peninsula are favoured for their
access, gentler coastal landscape and generally drier and warmer weather. Our
research spanned the four municipalities that make up most of the east coast of
Tasmania: Break O’ Day; Glamorgan Spring Bay; Sorell and Tasman. We
subsequently found municipalities to be a problematic unit of comparison. While
councillors and planners were able to refer to municipal boundaries, most real estate
agents referred to a sub-region of the municipality. This ‘limitation’ highlighted the
uneven dispersal of holiday homes across the municipalities although this was also
more generally commented upon by planners and councillors.

Table 6: Proportions of housing stock owned by out of municipality
rate payers

Municipality Total Rate payers Rate payers out of
municipality

% out of area rate
payers

Glamorgan Spring
Bay

5,111 2,297 45%

Sorrell 7,000 3,500 50%
Break O’ Day 6,500 1,500 23%

Tasman 2,222 n/a n/a

Nb. At the time of the research, Tasman Council was undergoing a restructure and information was
difficult, or impossible to access. Like the other municipalities, the Tasman population swells, in this
case to a population of 8000, during the tourist peak season (summer months).

On the Respondents

The respondents represented around a half of all in situ real estate agents, a fifth of all
councillors and all four municipal planners. It is important to note that all respondents
were also residents of the municipality they represented so that, consequently, there
was movement between ‘professional’ and ‘local resident’ perspectives throughout
the interviews. This ‘slippage’ mainly took the form of personal anecdotes with one
planner, for example, describing local community relations with second homeowners
in the following way:

“I live among twelve other houses and only two of us are permanent residents.
… The houses are full over summer - and the rest of the year we play
neighbourhood watch.”
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This quality of a dual identity of our research participants suggests an important
characteristic worth bearing in mind when trying to understand the changing nature of
these coastal and rural municipalities that increasingly appear to have quite small
populations of permanent residents.

On the Topic Guide

The interviews were arranged around three broad concerns:

1. The characteristics of holiday homes in the municipality

Characteristics included estimates of how many holiday homes as a proportion of
total dwellings, where they were primarily located and who the respondents thought
owned them. We also asked about the type of second home: whether it was vernacular
(shack), an adapted use (from pre-existing housing stock) or a purpose built second
home(built in the last 10 years) following the typology used in New Zealand by Keen
and Hall (2004).

2. The broader effects of second homes in the municipality

Here questions were asked about the perceived effects of second homes in the area,
particularly with a view to eliciting the positive and negative impacts surrounding
them. Probes were included in this set of questions, because it was anticipated and
resolved that these issues would be relatively unconsidered. Probes included housing
affordability; services and infrastructure provision; community conflict;
environmental issues and seasonality.

3. The anticipated future of second homes and their effects in the municipality

The final part of the topic guide consisted of two questions about whether the
development of second homes appeared possible and/or likely to continue and what
effects the respondents thought might come from this. In this section we hoped to
understand how important these issues were considered to become in the future and
this seemed particularly important because the housing and development activity of
the previous decade in Tasmania is largely considered to have reached its current
limit.

The characteristics of second homes

There was very little, if any consistency about the prevalence or characteristics of
second homes on the east coast of Tasmania. Respondents unanimously described raw
estimates and percentages of total housing stock as ‘guesses’. This supports the
general research finding that second homes are a neglected issue. For example, in
making an enquiry into the possibility of obtaining numbers of ‘out of area’
ratepayers, we often received responses to the effect that such information was not
collated because ‘it would not be useful to do so’.

Understandably, respondents with the most difficulty making an estimate were those
referring to the whole municipality while real estate agents had less difficulty
estimating the stock for their smaller segment of the municipality. This also reflects
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the estate agents’ particular interest in property characteristics and movements. The
difficulty of estimating numbers was also compounded by the way in which second
homes, while concentrated on the coast, tend to be unevenly spread throughout these
areas. One Councillor attempted this question by breaking the Glamorgan-Spring Bay
municipality into parts: Bicheno: 40%, Swansea: 10%, Coles Bay / Dolphin Sands:
50%, Triabunna (semi Industrial): very few and Orford: 40% of mainly Hobart
weekenders, showing the distance decay factor. While these are estimates this
suggests relatively high numbers of second homes in particular localities.

Respondents were generally in agreement that about 80-85% of second homes were
owned by Tasmanian residents from outside the municipality, around a fifth being
taken up by interstate residents and a very small (perhaps 1%) number of international
owners. With regards to the type of second homes in these areas there was a reported
decrease in the numbers of vernacular ‘shacks’ and a significant increase in adaptive-
use holiday homes and purpose built holiday homes. According to some respondents,
this change to purpose built holiday homes reflects a different kind of market:

The trend is towards more up market kind of holiday homes and the new or
newly renovated ones make ‘permanent homes’ look shabby (Councillor).

Second homeowners are moving away from blue collar shack owners to wealthy
older people (Councillor).

These changes may, in part, reflect the implementation of the ‘Shack Sites Project’
initiated by the State Government to regulate and determine the long-term tenure of
makeshift holiday homes or ‘shacks’ that had been built on appropriated crown land.
At the community level, shack sites were assessed and the ‘owner’ was either able to
buy the land or was paid $5000 to remove any property from it. Throughout this
project, shacks came under considerable focus and debate around issues of coastal
environmental damage, squatters rights and public access rights. More recently, in the
wake of this ‘clean up’, the idea of the Tasmanian shack and some ‘exemplar’ shack
vernaculars are starting to develop cultural heritage status and attract preservation
orders.

Effects of Second Homes

The responses overall ranged widely from improvements to the housing stock, to dogs
on beaches to whole-scale power outages during the peak season. From creating
vibrant, flowing communities to polarising them, from positive increases in the rate
base, to coastal environmental degradation and the loss of long-term rental provisions,
the effects are ubiquitous and strongly felt if evading much consensus.

Of the probes included in the questions on the effects of second homes, impacts on
housing affordability did not seem particularly significant because most respondents
linked this to the wake of a broader housing boom. Nevertheless it seems difficult to
disentangle the two processes given the greater interest in investment in property
across the board, second homes forming a distinct component of this market. While
real estate agents felt that there were not many lower income people looking to buy
into these areas, this itself is suggestive of the prohibitive price points in evidence in
these locations.
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All of the research participants considered seasonality to be exacerbated by the rise of
second homes in the area. Even the municipality of Sorell that is moving towards a
commuter area still reported high seasonality around weekender homeowners.
However, responses to seasonality were interesting partly because there was an
emerging degree of ambivalence expressed towards it, or a lessening sense of its
importance:

Flexi-time and changes in holiday patterns means that there has been a decline
in seasonal polarisation. It is now a more blended community most of the time
(Councillor).

Or:

There is not a lot of vacancy now. People are using them [holiday homes] more
often and letting others use them (Real Estate Agent).

Some respondents cited multiple ownership arrangements of second homes to
maximise usage and minimise individual party costs lessening the impact of
seasonality. Environmental impacts rated very low although infrastructure pressure
was related to this (see below). Community conflict emerged as one of the most
insistent problems, although this was not an issue that was easy to unravel because it
did not represent a simple dichotomous relationship between local and non-local
although the ‘insider/outsider’ discourse was clearly present.

More generally the following is a sample of responses that highlight two axes where
responses started to form themes of a ‘double society’ and a conflation between
tourism, migration and second homing, as well as slippage between identities of
respondents that added complexity to the picture.

Imagined alternatives, conflation and sliding identities

Three points became evident for consideration through the responses to effects of
second homes: the issue of imagined alternatives, the issue of conflation and the issue
of sliding identities. One issue with these sorts of questions is the problem of
describing effects in relation to some imagined alternative. For example, some
respondents evaluated effects in relation to an otherwise permanent residential state
while others evaluated them in relation to an otherwise ‘natural’, pre-dwelling state.
For example, making the comparison to an alternative full-time population, one
councillor described the only positive aspect of second homes in the following way:

A temporary population means that during the ‘off’ season there are fewer
people and impacts than if all of these homes were permanent residencies.

Imagining a ‘natural’, undeveloped state in the absence of second homes tended to
exacerbate the perceived negative effects of such homes. A second issue is that at
times the respondents conflated or at least interrelated issues of (typically retirement)
migration, second homing and tourism when they described both positive and
negative effects. This was evident in the way respondents spoke of populations
doubling and tripling during the peak December to April season, joining tourist and
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second homeowner populations together. For example, one planner suggested that
holiday homes lead to an increased permanent population through retirees with second
homes. Estate agents tended to see a benefit of second homes as augmenting and
diversifying tourism accommodation supply where tourists’ rented second homes over
summer in preference to traditional hotel and bed and breakfast accommodation. This
version of activities is reminiscent of the findings in the Scottish context where local
tourist accommodation businesses become situated in competition with second
homeowners (Satsangi et al, 2001).

This conflation was also evident in the third issue of sliding identities where
respondents were both ‘local’ and ‘professional’. Many responses pointed to a ‘them
and us’ discourse around second homeowners and ‘locals’. While one side represents
permanent residents and/or older locals, the other side may mean anything from
second home-owners, tourists or new locals. For example two Councillors responded
in the following way to the effects of second homes on the community:

[Second homeowner provide] a less parochial community mix, new ideas,
increased intellectual exchange, more environmentally conscious people,
proactive in ‘improving’ the community, middle - upper middle classes and as a
new local, I appreciate that.

And:

“It’s very strongly debated in the municipality and all comes down to competing
perspectives. The municipality has a double society. ‘Newer locals’ think it
[second home ownership] is great that they can relate socially to people like
themselves.”

Not all respondents placed themselves in the ‘us’ camp. Some respondents themselves
regarded their position as ‘new local’. For example, several responses indicated that
second homes brought with them the benefit of a “better mix of people” who were, as
one Councillor noted “more progressive”. Another real estate agent described the
benefits of a “more vibrant community” with more “talent” and “creativity” as well as
a more “professional and educated community”. Another, real estate agent, viewed
second homeowners as valuable to the community because these were people he felt
“chose to have a stake in the community”, in comparison to permanent residents who
due to work necessity or ‘tradition’ were there under conditions of more constrained
choice. This puts an interesting slant on ideas about residential choice, and whether
‘tradition’ is actually an active or passive choice.

On the other hand, one ‘outsider’ Councillor sympathised with those in the
community he referred to as ‘old locals’:

Older locals want to preserve what they know and enjoy whereas second
homeowners have a different perspective.

Referring to the attraction of penguins vis a vis the increasingly ‘restrictive’ protection
laws for the coastal zones of one traditional fishing village, the Councillor reported:
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To sum this up, one local asked me: “how many f***ing penguins do we need”?
And I can understand that.

Here is perhaps an example of urban values being imported into rural townships. By
this it is not to be inferred that rural areas do not protect their environments, rather
they do not equate protection with non-interaction in the same way urban ideas tend
to. There is also a perception that it is the increases in visitation that remain
unacknowledged as necessitating such protection measures.

Some respondents clearly did identify with the ‘us’, or insider, group. These responses
generally described second homeowners inhabiting “their own world” and
disregarding the permanent population. One councillor found a negative effect to be
the “holiday attitude” of second homeowners, likening them to “people taking over,
wandering around in their own world” with “a complete lack of awareness of the
permanent population”. Another planner described holiday home-owners as:

‘Part-timers’ thinking they can come down and ‘run the show’. They tend to be
quite anti-development and take from the community and don’t give back. It’s
like ‘I’ve got my piece of paradise - the rest of you can rack off’.

Similarly:

They can be really anti-progress, ‘we have a second home here because we
don’t want it to change (Councillor).

This is interesting in contradistinction to discourses that suggest it is the traditional
communities that resist change, and that might resist second homeownership on this
basis. Alternatively:

They expect too much, wanting similar services to the city (Planner).

Respondent Categories

It is worth noting, for future reference that there were some clear differences amongst
respondent categories. It was clear that real estate agents tended to identify fewer
negative effects from second homes. Since real estate agents are in the business of
property development this is not surprising, especially since some of these
respondents managed second homes periodically for holiday accommodation. While it
is significant that many of the real estate agents indicated they were ‘new locals’,
itself indicating the increase in property movements on the east coast, even those who
spoke from a long-term local resident perspective, tended to regard second homes as
positive. There were three main reasons given for this: qualitative measures of
population or a ‘better’ community mix, an increase in population and economic
injections which (also) supported a broader rise in house prices in these localities.

Planners from all four of the municipalities identified infrastructure funding as a key
issue that stemmed from an increased demand for newly-built holiday homes. While
an increased ratepayer base was identified by all planners as a positive effect, the issue
of offsetting this with services and infrastructure provision was regarded as a source
of tension. For example, one planner thought second home-owners had high
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expectations due to a perception that they pay rates for full use of services and only
use them partially:

Some second homeowners don’t want an increase in services or infrastructure,
like footpaths, if it means increased rates because they are only there part time.
They also don’t want responsibilities concerned with the community. Some feel
they should pay less rates due to the temporary nature of their residency.

Within the Glamorgan municipality, of which 42% of the ratepayers live out of area,
one Councillor summed it up in the following way:

There is an enormous demand but the council has to think about the fact that the
current infrastructure cannot sustain this. Water and sewerage are 40-50 years
old with a 40-50 year life span. There is a desperate need to improve
infrastructure.

Another planner expressed concern that the annual allocation of Commonwealth
funding based on June (off-season) census data meant that this did not take full
account of second-home residents in the funding formula who would be more likely to
be absent at this time. However, one planner found the funding issue to be in the
Council’s favour because:

People pay the same rates whether they are permanent or temporary so second
homeowners are not all that demanding. They’re quite happy with the area
because they have less of a stake.

Another of the planners concurred with this positive funding appraisal, arguing that
second homes increased the rate-base and general income in the area and that they
paid rates for services they didn’t often use. However this planner also recognised a
‘chicken and egg’ game of catch-up whereby the increased rate base implied an equal
increase service and infrastructure costs that was likely to be at least equal to any
increase derived from the growing rate base. While many concerns were particularly
applied to water and sewerage, some included power supply and mobile telephone
coverage and others concerned the strain on community based volunteer services and
community run services:

A lot of services are voluntary. Things like fire and ambulance are manned by
permanent residents - who then spend their summer looking after non-
permanent residents (Planner).

Lack of permanent housing leads to a smaller permanent community and less
sporting teams or community arts events (Councillor).

Councillors had diverse opinions about second homes depending on their particular
view of who the constituency was and what they themselves valued about the
municipality. In general, permanent populations were a primary consideration and this
group, despite acknowledging the rate base increases tended to consider second
homers as outside their constituency, with exception to long-term second homeowners
who had developed a stronger attachment to the community.
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Future Effects

As can be expected, since ascertaining the effects of second homes in the present was
difficult, anticipating possible future effects, was even more so. Generally second
homes were expected to continue to rise, but at a slower rate than the previous decade
had showed. These slower increases were thought to be mediated by a few factors.
Primarily, increases were thought to continue at a slower pace because the previous
housing boom decade was considered to have flattened. Several interviewees
observed that the shack culture had drastically reduced and that this meant a
significant change in the demographic (from intra-state families and retirees to
wealthier people, of whom a larger proportion were from interstate), the effects of
which were yet to be felt. The recent sale of land in Orford to Greg Norman for five
hundred new homes was cited a number of times as an example of this. One
respondent also referred to an increase in the ‘snowbirding’ phenomena which, in a
Tasmanian context, refers to retirees from Queensland and New South Wales who
travel south for the temperate summer (Picken 2007:xy).

Positive future effects included increases to the rate base, improved services and a
better quality of housing stock. The latter continued effect was based on the idea that
second home owners invest more into their properties than low income renters might.
There was also a sense that a more balanced or ‘improved’ socio-demographic make-
up for the community might be achieved. On the other hand, negative future effects
pointed to the same issues in reverse. It was predicted there would result a greater
polarisation between second home owner ‘types’ and the local community but also a
growing need for permanent residential housing for younger households squeezed out
by current price increases. There was also brief discussion around the need for
improved infrastructure and town planning before too much development might occur
which might create longer-term problems.

Nevertheless some respondents were able to identify that the growth in second
homeownership was already seen to be leading to a number of evident local trends.
These included a move toward shacks and adaptive homes to be renovated with some
councils reportedly inundated with applications for renovations. Of course, this means
in many cases that shacks increasingly are almost rebuilt as permanent or holiday
homes. A number of respondents also anticipated a growing trend towards using
purpose built second homes as both owner holiday homes and letting them for the rest
of the year through real estate agents as holiday homes. One planner had some
concern for the new asset test for pensioners, especially in light of his municipality
that was about to undergo a re-evaluation where it is expected that second homes will
undergo a fourfold increase. It is feared that this will lead to some retirees needing to
sell this ‘asset’ and continue the kind of demographic transition in homeownership
currently being witnessed.
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Conclusion

In this paper we have explored the broader impacts of second, particularly holiday,
homeownership in Australia, with a focus on what kind of picture can be gleaned
from Australian secondary sources as well as a more in-depth focus on Tasmania’s
east coast. Our reason for this investigation has been to provoke debate and
consideration of the possibilities for social inequities, community conflict and largely
concealed social changes in settlements where significant in-flows of temporary
residents of this kind are accruing. Generally regarded as a non-problem that has been
under the radar of local planning authorities it would seem that there may be
significant costs associated with new infrastructure development as second homes
appear more often to be newly built. This reflects a more general move away from the
kind of informal and iconic Tasmanian holiday shack that was built at low cost,
servicing a wider local contingent in these areas. In this sense, it seems that a broader
commodification of landscapes like the eastern coast of Tasmania reflects a wider set
of changes that are having a series of impacts on local communities.

With the rise of whole townships where up to half of the population is now non-
resident this has generated unanticipated consequences which seem to be particularly
focused on the differences between the new ‘cyclical residents’ of second homes and
existing communities. However, these fracture lines are complex with some groups
acknowledging the economic and social investment of concerned residents. This also
appears to spill-over into NIMBY attitudes toward other new development having
arrived which may have implications for any future efforts to ameliorate the effects on
existing supplies of affordable housing through programs like the State’s planned
Affordable Housing Organisation. While many see an economic boom of higher
house prices, increased equity for existing residents and injections of significant
monies this has to be offset by the burdens that rate re-evaluations may have for
existing low income and retired residents as well as low income local residents
looking to access housing. In this context it is likely that apparently voluntary out-
migration of low income households is something much more complex and that may
itself be connected not just with changes in rural and coastal economies but also the
difficulty of making a sustainable response to seasonal demands for labour and
services.

The question of whether second homes, in the abstract, are good or bad in their local
social and economic impacts is more complex than it first appears. More important is
the question of the extent to which second homes tend to dominate local housing
markets. Like the process of gentrification the opening of ‘closed’ or local markets of
this kind puts affluent newcomers into competition for dwellings subsequently placed
out of the reach of local residents except where new dwellings are added to the local
housing stock.

In addition the rise of second homeownership in the Australian context presents a
number of methodological challenges for researchers and practitioners alike. Aside
from questions of precise definition and the reasons for the growth in this type of
development we have focused more strongly on the question of what kinds of impacts
this type of private ownership is having on smaller communities. The Tasmanian case
is interesting because it highlights a range of distinctive attributes given its position in
relation to its own regional centres, but also the growth in interest and investment in
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local markets which have been given greater porosity by the interaction of housing
equity growth, reduced costs in air travel and the greater profile of Tasmania’s ‘cheap’
property relative to other state capitals or places high scenic amenity on the mainland.
Our preliminary research in this area suggests that this particular form of ownership
has gone on largely unacknowledged by the state, local planning and other local
authority agencies. Because these processes have not yet been seen to be particularly
problematic, or if problematic, beyond the current purview of professionals to make
informed decisions about what to do, these indicative results suggest that these
problems may loom ‘larger’ on the horizon.
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