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Abstract:  Australia has one of the least affordable housing markets in the world; and whilst housing 
affordability is of continuing concern for Australia, it is no longer an issue that is exclusive to metropolitan 
Australia. There is a growing body of Australian research that considers the use of state-initiated land 
use planning systems as a lever to increase the supply of affordable housing. What remains unknown, 
is how Australian local governments are mediating state-initiated land use planning policies, particularly 
in a non-metropolitan setting. By adopting Dean’s (2010) “analytics of government” narrative, this 
research called into question the ways in which Australian State governments attempt to control the 
housing market (particularly the supply of affordable housing), through specific regimes of practice (such 
as the land use planning system) and technologies of government (such as local government 
development assessment tools). This paper presents a key element of an analytics of government, by 
considering the problematisation of affordable housing and exploring how the governing of affordable 
housing, through the land use planning system, has developed over time. Further, this paper 
demonstrates how land use planning systems in Victorian and South Australian are used to address 
affordable housing. This paper highlights the relevance of governmentality to housing policy research 
by illustrating how governments create and use power through funding and legislation to achieve a 
desired end. 
 
Key words: Local government; affordable housing; land use planning; non-metropolitan Australia; 
analytics of government. 
 
Introduction 
Australia has one of the least affordable housing markets in the world (Baker, Mason & Bentley, 2015; 
Worthington, 2012; Yates, 2016); and whilst housing affordability is of continuing concern for Australia, 
it is no longer an issue that is exclusive to metropolitan Australia (Beer, 2017; Beer and Tually 2001; 
Beer, Bolam and Maude, 1994; Costello, 2009; Minnery & Greenhalgh, 1999). There is a growing body 
of Australian research that considers the use of state-initiated land use planning systems as a lever to 
increase the supply of affordable housing (see for example Beer, Kearins & Pieters, 2007; Davison et 
al, 2012; Gilbert & Gurran, 2018; Gurran et al , 2018; Gurran, 2008; Van den Nouwelant et al, 2015). 
One of local governments key roles is in the administration and enforcement of planning legislation and 
land use policies. It is through these legislations and land use policies that local government can govern 
housing supply. What is missing from contemporary Australian housing and local government literature, 
is research that considers how Australian local governments are mediating state-initiated land use 
planning policies, to address affordable housing supply in a non-metropolitan setting. This paper begins 
to address this gap, by adapting Dean’s (2010) “analytics of government” narrative to examine how 
affordable housing became governable in Australia, particularly through state-initiated land use planning 
systems as a result of the now defunct Commonwealth State Housing Agreement (CSHA) and National 
Affordable Housing Agreement (NAHA).  
 
Housing affordability and affordable housing in non-metropolitan Australia 
There has been extensive Australian research which considers affordable housing supply; the factors 
that drive housing affordability; the measurement of housing affordability; and the economics of 
affordable housing (see Baker et al, 2015; Berry, 2003; Gurran, 2008; Rahman, 2010; Worthington, 
2012; Yates, 2016). Several studies that have considered housing affordability in non-metropolitan 
Australia have concluded that the influences on housing affordability in non-metropolitan areas are no 
different to those found in metropolitan areas (Beer, 2017; Beer and Tually, 2001; Gabriel et al, 2005; 
Minnery & Greenhalgh, 1999). A review of affordable housing scholarship highlights the limited research, 
which considers affordable housing in non-metropolitan Australia. This research has predominately 
focused on housing affordability and affordable housing in resource dependent towns (see Akbar, Rolfe 
& Hossain, 2017; Haslam McKenzie & Rowley, 2013; Tonts et al, 2001; Wilson et al, 2016).  
 
Land use planning and affordable housing 
There is a growing body of research that considers land use planning systems as a lever to control 
affordable housing supply (see for example Beer, Kearins & Pieters, 2007; Davison et al, 2012; Gilbert 
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& Gurran, 2018; Gurran et al , 2018; Gurran, 2008; Van den Nouwelant et al, 2015).However, to date, 
research has failed to exclusively consider the role of local government in the provision of affordable 
housing through the land use planning system. There is no Australian research that specifically 
investigates the role that land use planning systems and local government play in the provision of 
affordable housing in non-metropolitan areas. This is an important topic to consider as non-metropolitan 
areas, which may not face the same socio-economic constraints as those already considered by housing 
research, deserve exploration and provide valuable perspective, in which to observe how policy 
interventions between state and local government interact. This is especially important given the 
differential pressures driving housing affordability in different regions, and how a ‘one size fits all’ 
approach may not lead to successful outcomes (Beer, Bolam & Maude, 1994; Collits, 2015). Land use 
planning systems can be recognised as a process to exercise power over both local government and 
civil society, by determining how land can be developed and used.   
 
An analytics of government 
Post-Foucauldian governmentality provided an appropriate frame to examine and understand how 
Australian State governments attempt to control the housing market (particularly the supply of affordable 
housing), through specific regimes of practice (such as the land use planning system) and technologies 
of government (such as local government development assessment tools). Dean’s (2010) “analytics of 
government” narrative provided a clear framework for the close examination of the land use planning 
system and provided a means to examine the role of local government in the administration of state-
initiated affordable housing policies. By addressing the government of affordable housing in this way, it 
provided an insight as to whether ‘what is attempted’ is what is being ‘achieved’ (McKee, 2009). Through 
adapting an analytics of government framework, this research explored the rationalities that underpin 
the programmes and technologies used by Australian state governments to control the supply and 
distribution of affordable housing. Further, through an analytics of government an investigation of the 
roles of individuals, specifically those working within local government and administering the land use 
planning system; and how through the land use planning system, these individuals are directed to hold 
certain values, behave in certain ways and make certain decisions could be explored. 
 
Identifying the problematisation 
Identifying the problematisation was the initial step in undertaking an analytics of government; and 
involved the identification and examination of a specific situation, in this case the governing of affordable 
housing, ‘in which the activity of governing comes to be called into question…how we conduct 
government and how we govern conduct’ (Dean, 2010, p 22). The government of affordable housing, 
specifically through land use planning systems, began to occur through the now defunct Commonwealth 
State Housing Agreements (CSHA) and the National Affordable Housing Agreement (NAHA). This is 
particularly evident in the primary objectives of each agreement. The use of the term ‘affordable’ first 
appears in the 1999 CSHA; where the primary objective was to ‘to provide appropriate, affordable and 
secure housing assistance for those who most need it, for the duration of their need’ (Commonwealth 
Housing Agreement, 1999).  The 1999 CSHA defined “affordable” as ‘…the housing costs for a 
household, after taking into account housing assistance, do not exceed agreed benchmarks’ 
(Commonwealth State Housing Agreement, 1999). Prior to the 1999 Agreement, the 1989 and 1996 
CSHAs indirectly referred to affordable housing. The primary objective of both CSHAs aimed to,  
‘…ensure that every person in Australia has access to secure adequate and appropriate housing at a 
price within his or her capacity to pay by seeking to…’ (Housing Assistance Act 1990) (my emphasis).  
And whilst affordable housing was referred to in the latter CSHAs (i.e. Agreements from 2003 and 2008) 
the definition of affordable housing had disappeared. The definition was also missing from the National 
Affordable Housing Agreement (NAHA), which replaced the CSHA in 2009. The NAHA was developed 
to take a whole-of-government approach in tackling housing affordability - with the key aim of the 
Agreement being to ‘ensure that all Australians have access to affordable, safe and sustainable 
housing…’ (National Affordable Housing Agreement, 2009). The NAHA included direct reference to land 
use planning and its role in addressing affordable housing supply, it was the first time that land use 
planning systems had been identified exclusively in an Agreement. Reforms to land use planning 
systems were also a key priority for the NAHA,  
 

21. The Parties commit to ongoing reforms in the housing sector. The agreed policy actions 
to achieve this are:  
… 
(j) planning reform for greater efficiency in the supply of housing…  
(National Affordable Housing Agreement, 2009, pp 7-8) 
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In addition, direct links between affordable housing supply, local government and land use 
planning emerged in the NAHA. This is evident in the role and responsibilities listed for both state 
and local government and identified as, 
 

12. The States and Territories are responsible for: 
… 
(d) land use, supply and urban planning and development policy… 
(g) infrastructure policy and services associated with residential development… 
and, 
13. Local governments operate under State regulation, local governments (and the 
Australian Capital Territory Government and the Northern Territory Government) are 
responsible for: 
(a) building approval processes; 
(b) local urban planning and development approval processes; and 
(c) rates and charges that influence housing affordability.  
(National Affordable Housing Agreement, 2009, p 4) 

 
The NAHA was the first time that local government was specifically included in an inter-governmental 
housing agreement. Prior to the NAHA, local government was mentioned in the 1945 CSHA, in relation 
to the criteria for calculating economic rents; and in the 2003 CSHA, in relation to the use of assets, 
encouraging local government involvement in social housing provision, and the use of ‘local government 
investment capital or other mechanisms to direct investment to affordable housing’ (Housing Assistance 
(Form of Agreement) Determination 2003, p 22).  
 
The problematisation, or the point at which federal and state governments thought it was necessary to 
govern affordable housing, began in 1989. The term affordable housing was used in later CSHAs and 
became the primary focus of the 2009 NAHA. A review of the CSHAs and NAHA, provided an insight 
into the rationalities that shaped the programmes and practices of government. It also provided an 
understanding of how affordable housing was intended to be governed and how federal and state 
governments thought about governing affordable housing. It is through these Agreements, that the roles 
of federal, state and local government are clearly defined, and the power relationships are set in relation 
to who is governed and by whom. For example, the federal government plays the role of the governor 
by using funding as a means to influence and control state governments approach to affordable housing 
supply. State and local government can play both the governed and the governor roles. In respect to 
the state government, whilst governed by the federal government, they in turn control local government 
through legislation. Whilst local government is governed by state government, it also acts as the 
governor of civil society, by administering and enforcing land use planning legislation and regulation.  
 
Victoria and South Australia as a basis for comparison 
Local government and its role in mediating state-initiated affordable housing policies formed the focus 
of this research. A comparative analysis of Victoria and South Australia was undertaken, as affordable 
housing policies have formed part of their respective land use planning systems since the mid-2000s. 
State-wide affordable housing objectives were incorporated into Victorian Planning Schemes in October 
2006 (Minister for Planning, 2006). In South Australia, affordable housing provisions were introduced 
into the land use planning system, as part of the 2005 Housing Strategy for South Australia (Government 
of South Australia, 2005).  
 
Currently, in South Australia, affordable housing is legislated in the land use planning system under the 
Development Act 1993; and the Urban Renewal Act 1995. An overarching definition for affordable 
housing is legislated under the South Australian Housing Trust Act 1995; and is described by Notice in 
the Government Gazette (Renewal SA, 2018). Pursuant to this legislation, affordable housing is defined 
as, 

… a dwelling or land that is:  
• Offered for sale at or below a nominated affordable price point and updated periodically 
by notice in the Government Gazette.  
• Offered for sale to eligible low to moderate income earners (up to $75,000 for singles, up 
to $95,000 for couples and families, plus a further allowance of 8 per cent per additional 
child) or affordable rental providers  
• Subject to a legally binding agreement that ensures these requirements are met. 
(Renewal SA, 2018) 
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There are four categories of nominated affordable price point, as listed in the Government Gazette. The 
nominated affordable price point is classified as prices for house and land purchase price and land 
purchase price; and further defined by spatial region. In addition to the legislative requirements for 
affordable housing, specific affordable housing policies and development guidelines exist in local 
government development assessment tools, known as Development Plans. 
 
At the time of data collection, Victoria did not have specific legislation surrounding affordable housing in 
their land use planning system. However, the Planning and Environment Act 1987 made reference to 
housing affordability, in spatially defined Growth Areas. Growth Areas are designated and gazetted by 
the Minister (Planning & Environment Act, 1987, Sections 46AO & 46AR) and are located ‘on the fringe 
of metropolitan Melbourne around major regional transport corridors that are designated for large-scale 
change, over many years from rural to urban use’ (Victorian Planning Authority, n.d). 
 
Whilst there were overarching provisions within the Victorian State Planning Policy Framework, as 
contained within local government Planning Schemes, local government had no administrable or 
enforceable policies to use during the development assessment process, to require that affordable 
housing be provided for in a residential development. In June 2018, Victorian State government 
introduced a legislated definition for affordable housing and specific affordable housing legislation into 
the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to ‘facilitate the supply of affordable housing through the 
planning system’ and provides a framework that allows for ‘innovative approaches to the delivery of 
affordable housing and flexibility for parties when reaching an affordable housing agreement’ 
(Department for Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2019). 
 
The problematisation has been identified, where to now? 
The 1989 CSHA identified affordable housing as a problem that required governing by Australian 
Federal and state governments. Two decades later, the 2009 NAHA included explicit policy direction for 
state and local government to utilise land use planning systems as a mechanism to address affordable 
housing supply. The CSHA and NAHA were apparatuses for the Australian federal government to 
exercise power through the promise of funding, in exchange for state governments developing and 
administering affordable housing programs; in the NAHA, this involved reforms to land use planning 
systems. The power relationships created through these Agreements formed the underpinning for the 
remainder of the analytic of government undertaken by this research. Governmentality provided a fitting 
approach to this research, as it allowed for the close examination of how these power relations were 
developed, why they were developed and the impact that these power relations have had in a practical 
context, specifically through local governments administration of land use planning systems. 
 
South Australian and Victorian land use planning systems have provided a comparison of how state 
governments use legislation to control affordable housing supply, from mid-2000s to mid-2018. A clear 
point of difference between the states, is the use of inclusionary zoning in the South Australian planning 
system, which resulted in a 15% affordable housing target and other development concessions for 
developers. Whereas, at the time of this research, in the Victorian land use planning system, there were 
overarching strategic objectives that addressed affordable housing, but no administrable or enforceable 
policies that could be administered by local government during the development assessment process.  
 
In keeping with Dean’s (2010) “analytics of government” framework, examination of the land use 
planning system as a regime of practice and the resulting practices of government form the next steps 
in this research. In addition, consideration is given to how these elements shape the identities, values 
and roles of non-metropolitan local government planners, and how this in turn, can influence affordable 
housing outcomes in non-metropolitan Australia. 
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