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Abstract 
Past studies have shown that the more unaffordable housing is to people, the worse their health,                
particularly mental health. However, the commonly used housing affordability indicator, the 30%            
measure, has limitations. There is evidence that other indicators, including the ‘30/40’ measure, might be               
more precise in characterizing housing unaffordability by taking into account absolute values of             
household incomes. In this paper, we use cross-sectional data from the UK Household Longitudinal              
Study, to evaluate relationships between two affordability measures (30%, 30/40) with 3 health measures:              
general, physical and mental health. We use logistic regression and effect modification to test whether               
relationships varied by age, ethnicity, housing tenure, urbanicity and sex. Out of 35,114 participants with               
complete data, housing was classified as unaffordable for 24.2% using the 30% measure and 10.2% for                
the 30/40 measure. In age-adjusted analyses, higher unaffordability was associated with worse health for              
all three health measures, with associations stronger for the 30/40 vs the 30% unaffordability measure. In                
models adjusted for age, sex and urbanicity, both ethnicity and tenure independently modified             
associations; with modification showing small differences by unaffordability and health measure. Further            
studies are needed to disentangle complex relationships between household income, housing costs,            
ethnicity and tenure. 
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Introduction 
 
Housing is a basic human need. In the same way that quality food, clean air, and exercise are essential to                    
good health, housing heavily dictates the wellbeing of people (Matte & Jacobs, 2000). Housing is an                
unavoidable cost for renters and those with a mortgage. Most individuals and families dedicate a               
significant portion of their earnings to pay for their living space. For example, houses in the UK cost                  
nearly eight times more than average earnings in the UK (Chu, 2018) and Londoners spend 42% of                 
pre-tax income on rent (Chapman, 2019). Costly housing is a major problem because individuals and               
families often face poor housing conditions, are less able to pay for essential goods and services (Stone,                 
2004), and as a result suffer poor health consequences, including cardiac and lung diseases (Ormandy &                
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Ezratty, 2016) and reduced mental wellbeing (Akbar & Hossain, 2017; Jones-Rounds, Evans, &             
Braubach, 2014). 
 
Previous studies have found associations between housing affordability and both mental (Cairney &             
Boyle, 2004; Mason et al, 2013; Clair & Hughes, 2019) and physical health (Ormandy & Ezratty, 2016;                 
Fisher et al, 2009). A longitudinal study of The Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia                
survey, which analyzed changes in the 36-item Short Form (SF-36) Mental Health Component Summary              
scores of adults, indicated housing affordability had more impact on mental health than general financial               
difficulties (Mason et al, 2013). Cairney and Boyle evaluated mental health through a questionnaire,              
finding that homeowners had less psychological distress than renters when adjusting for income level              
(Cairney & Boyle, 2004). Clair A et al. analyzed C-reactive protein (CRP), known for its connection to                 
mental stress and acute infection, discovering an association between elevated CRP levels with housing              
unaffordability while controlling for demographic characteristics (Clair & Hughes, 2019).  
 
Other studies have used indirect measures of housing unaffordability. Ormandy et al. analyzed the              
association with a composite socioeconomic status measure as a proxy for unaffordable housing             
(Ormandy & Ezratty, 2016). Excess winter mortality and thermal discomfort were related to harmful              
housing conditions and inadequate financial resources (Ormandy & Ezratty, 2016). In Fisher et al., an               
affordability index based on location and amenities was developed (Fisher et al, 2009). A correlation               
between the quality of town and affordability was discovered, where lower income households were              
dispersed to locations with poorer conditions (Fisher et al, 2009). 
 
Different pathways are hypothesized to link housing unaffordability to poor mental health. Most directly,              
psychological distress is caused by elevated financial strain (Mason et al, 2013). Studies have shown that                
people who cannot afford to pay a higher percentage of their income on housing are more likely to live in                    
poor quality housing (Baker et al, 2016). A review of 38 studies found that quality of housing is                  
associated with poor mental health outcomes (i.e. clinical depression) (Baker et al, 2016). Housing with               
low accessibility to jobs results in higher travel costs and labor instability (Akbar & Hossain, 2017),                
leading to higher distress. Better quality neighborhoods and social networks attenuate the detrimental             
health effects of substandard housing. Neighborhoods with insecure environments reduce the opportunity            
for better mental states (Jones-Rounds et al, 2014). Families then rely more on their living space, leading                 
to less social cohesion and higher emotional stress (Akbar & Hossain, 2017). 
 
Mechanisms from housing unaffordability to physical health include the inability to afford adequate             
housing forcing many to cheaper, more isolated, and hazardous living spaces, leading to worse physical               
health (Fisher et al, 2009) and excess mortality (Ormandy & Ezratty, 2016). Unaffordable housing may               
also leave households less secure for other essential items like food (Stone, 2004), which results in worse                 
physical health outcomes (Gupta et al, 2007).  
 
Understanding the scale and specifics as to who is suffering health difficulties because of housing               
affordability issues is complicated (Stephen & Hoskara, 2019). The first challenge is how to accurately               
capture who has and has not experienced housing unaffordability. Traditionally, the proportion of income              
spent, specifically over or under 30%, on housing has been used to determine which households are                
experiencing unaffordable housing (Gabriel, 2005; Stone et al., 2011a; Yates, 2008). However, there are              
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questions about whether the financial measure of 30% of income on housing is capturing the most                
vulnerable populations, since low income households spending less than 30% of income on housing may               
still be unable to meet all basic needs (Stone, 2004; Yates, 2008). Furthermore, there is minimal analysis                 
comparing the demographics of a population according to different classifications of housing            
affordability. 
 
In addition, past studies have identified sub-populations that experience greater risk of housing             
unaffordability. Younger individuals, particularly first-time buyers, are more prone to extreme cost            
burdens in OECD nations (Gan & Hill, 2009; OECD, 2011a). Renters, especially those of lower income,                
experience poorer mental health and higher levels of psychological distress than homeowners (Cairney &              
Boyle, 2004). Women and people of color experience significant rates of housing unaffordability. Female              
lone-parents and women living alone experience significant risk of being above the 30% cost to income                
ratio (Rea, 2008). White households have a lower shelter poverty rate than people of color (Stone, 2004).                 
Black households are the least likely to own housing and most likely to be a social renter in the UK                    
(Barton, 2017).  
 
Yet complex relationships exist between sociodemographic indicators, housing affordability and health.           
Women, in particular have faced a number of health issues and disparities stemming from declining               
housing conditions (Pevalin et al, 2008). Younger age groups have also been found to be negatively                
impacted from the burden of high housing costs. Adolescents living in poor conditions suffer greater               
psychological distress, independent of income level (Baker et al, 2016). Children in overcrowded homes              
experience developmental delays and emotional problems, in addition to worse educational retention and             
mental adaptations (Gan & Hill, 2009). Therefore, it is unclear whether certain sub-population’s health              
are more or less vulnerable to the effects of housing unaffordability.  
 
The aim of this study was therefore to assess whether housing affordability is associated with physical                
and mental health of adult participants of the Understanding Society study (Lynn, 2009), and whether               
these associations vary by affordability measures and demographic factors.  
 
Background 
 
Brief History of Housing Affordability in the UK Context  
 
Many policy-makers and researchers believe that housing affordability issues in the UK started when              
Margaret Thatcher began the process of UK housing privatization over the past few decades with her                
‘right to buy’ scheme (Norris & Byrne, 2018). It was thought that the wellbeing and financial status of                  
citizens would be improved by increasing homeownership through privatization (Norris & Byrne, 2018).             
However, housing affordability declined in the UK as housing has become a commodity (McCord, 2013;               
Norris & Byrne, 2018).  
 
Thatcher’s policy changes included selling government-controlled social housing and deregulation, where           
constraints on mortgage distribution were eliminated (McCord, 2013; Norris & Byrne, 2018). As demand              
for purchasing homes went up, so did the prices (Mulliner & Maliene, 2013). From the late 1970s onward,                  
the government privatized housing and stopped constructing new social dwellings (Parvin et al, 2011).              
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Prices rose drastically (Parvin et al, 2011), income levels did not rise accordingly (McCord, 2013). House                
price-to-income measures have steadily increased, going from below 3:1 in the early 1990s to a peak of                 
7.2:1 in late 2007 (McCord, 2013). Supply of housing did not match the rapid increase in demand, in part                   
due to restrictive land use policies and the lack of new social housing developments, which heavily                
contributed to the large amount of market volatility and the United Kingdom’s housing crisis (Gan & Hill,                 
2009; OECD, 2011; Mulliner & Maliene, 2013).  
 
First time buyers and lower income individuals were particularly hurt the most by these conditions               
(Czischke & van Bortel, 2018). At the same time, housing affordability was reduced for renters through                
rises in rental prices (McCord, 2013; Gan & Hill, 2009). After the 2008 housing crash, mortgage-lending                
criteria became stricter, with home purchasers required to put down high deposits and low loan-to-value               
ratios, difficult costs and barriers for those on lower incomes (McCord, 2013). The UK has also                
implemented austerity measures since the late 2000s, which have diminished disposable income levels             
(McCord, 2013). The reduction of government involvement in housing, both in terms of regulating and               
spending, has resulted in increased housing affordability issues for many (McCord, 2013; Mulliner &              
Maliene, 2013). 
 
Methods 
 
Data Source 
 
Our study was comprised of participants of Understanding Society (US), a longitudinal study, tracking              
individuals from households resident in the United Kingdom (Lynn, 2009). The survey data, which              
includes an ethnic minority boost sample, is available through the UK Data Service (University of Essex,                
2020). Information was collected primarily face-to-face, with a small number of interviews done by              
phone. This study was based on the baseline wave undertaken from 2009 to 2011.  
 
Housing affordability exposures 
 
Two affordability measures were used in this analysis, spending equal to or more than: 30% of income on                  
housing and 30% of income for people in the bottom 40% of the equivalised income distribution                
(Horsfield, 2015). Each exposure variable was calculated using household income and housing            
expenditures data, either rental or mortgage costs. Household income is an imputed measure from              
individual responses in each household. Income and housing expenditures were converted to weekly rates              
and adjusted for household size according to the modified OECD equivalence scale (OECD, 2011b). Each               
variable was coded into two categories of affordable and unaffordable. 
 
Physical and mental health outcomes 
 
Three dimensions of health were evaluated using three indicators: the SF-12 physical composite score              
(PCS) for physical health, the SF-12 mental composite score (MCS) for mental health and self-rated               
health for an overall measure of general health. The SF-12 scores are derived from twelve questions in the                  
US survey, taken from the larger SF-36 Health Survey (Gandek et al., 2004). The questions are scored on                  
a 0 to 100 scale for mental and physical function, with 100 representing the best health ranking. General                  
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health was determined by a survey question asking participants whether their health was generally              
excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor. 
 
Covariates tested for effect modification 
 
Based on the literature, sex, ethnicity, urbanicity, housing tenure, and age were selected as covariates for                
the analysis (Pevalin et al, 2008; Stone, 2004; Fisher et al, 2009; Cairney & Boyle, 2004; Baker et al,                   
2016). Participants had their sex coded as male or female. Age at the time of the survey was treated as a                     
continuous covariate. Households were classified as either urban or rural in location based on a               
population of either more or less than 10,000 people, respectively. The covariate of ethnicity was               
collapsed from one category per specific nationality (n=18) to four groupings of similar ethnicities              
(Caucasian, Black, Asian, and Other categories). Those listed as Other ethnicity did not classify in the                
main three categories. The covariate of housing tenure was categorized as: full ownership, owned with               
mortgage, social rental (local authority, housing authority), private rental (rented private furnished, rented             
private unfurnished), and other (rented from employer, other). These re-categorizations were to maintain             
sufficient sample sizes in sub-group analyses.  

 
Statistical Methods 
 
Analysis was carried out on a complete-case sample. Characteristics of the analytical sample were              
observed and numbers of participants in each category for affordability exposures, health outcomes, and              
covariates were noted. Mantel-Haenszel and Wilcoxon Rank Sum Tests were made between complete and              
incomplete samples’ distribution of all variables used.  
 
The distributions of physical and mental health scores were skewed left, so SF-12 outcomes were               
converted to percent quartiles. Initially, age-adjusted logistic regression models were used to determine             
whether there were ordinal associations between the financial metrics (30% and 30/40 Rule) and physical,               
mental and general health. For regressions analyzed, the SF-12 quartiles were numbered in reverse order,               
so odds ratios should be interpreted as each 1-quartile increase in worse health associated with change in                 
odds of unaffordability.  
 
Second, relationships between housing affordability and health outcomes were tested for effect            
modification by sex, urbanicity, ethnicity and tenure. Initially, while controlling for age, logistic             
regressions were fitted between each affordability measure and health outcome with an interaction term              
added separately for each potential modifier. The final step of the analysis involved comprehensive              
logistic regressions between each housing affordability metric with each health outcome, with all             
significant interaction terms fitted in one model. If an interaction term p-value was <0.05, regressions               
were fitted separately for each modifier category. If effect modification was not indicated in singular               
models, covariates were included as potential confounders.  
 
Results 
 
Characteristics of the sample  
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Of the entire sample population totaling 77,309, there were 21,350 (27.6%) participants excluded for              
missing information related to housing payments. The remaining sample of 55,959 had no missing              
income values. An additional 20,644 people had incomplete covariate information. Lastly, 201            
individuals were removed from the study sample for missing all health outcomes. This resulted in a final                 
sample size of 35,114 (45.4 % of total) participants with complete financial, covariate, and health               
information. 
 
The majority of the complete-case sample was female (56.1%), Caucasian (83.3%), urban (77.6%), and              
homeowners (82.2%), with an average age of 48.6 years old (Table 1). Most participants ranked               
themselves as having either Excellent (17.40%) or Very good (31.80%) general health. The SF-12              
measures for physical and mental health were skewed to the left, with 82.05% and 85.56% of participants                 
occurring in the upper half of the score range (highest levels of good health), respectively. Percent                
quartiles were used as a result. Housing was classified as unaffordable for 24.2% of the sample if the                  
30% income measure was used, compared to 10.2% for the 30/40 measure. Using either the 30% income                 
or 30/40 measure, ethnic minorities (vs Caucasian), urban residents (vs rural), tenures other than outright               
homeowners, younger study members and those with worse mental health were more likely to be classed                
as living in unaffordable housing. For physical and general health, participants with better health were               
more likely to be considered as living in unaffordable housing according to the 30% income measure. In                 
contrast, participants in the worst physical and general health categories faced the most unaffordability              
according to the 30/40 metric. 
 
Housing and health outcomes: effect modification 
 
Table 2 shows p-values for interaction terms of covariates sex, ethnicity, urbanicity and tenure, fitted               
separately for each covariate, health and unaffordability measure. For example, for all three health              
outcomes, Black and Asian participants showed different associations between housing affordability and            
health than white participants. As well, residing in housing that was mortgaged, socially rented or               
privately rented was associated with weaker housing unaffordability associations for all three health             
outcomes, except when using the 30% unaffordability measure with the mental health outcome (p-values              
for those with a mortgage, social renters, and private renters: 0.057, 0.019 and 0.052, respectively).               
Urbanicity only showed that rural participants had stronger associations of unaffordability with general             
and physical health, but not mental health, than urban participants when using the 30/40 unaffordability               
measure (p-values 30% vs 30/40: 0.114 vs 0.002 and 0.612 vs 0.044 respectively). Sex did not modify                 
any associations between housing unaffordability and any health outcome. 
 
Housing affordability and health outcomes 
 
Table 3 shows associations between housing unaffordability and quartile decreases in health score, before              
and after addition of each covariate. For all three health measures, higher odds of housing unaffordability                
was associated with worse health (a quartile reduction in each health score), with larger strengths of                
association for the 30/40 than 30% measure. For example, the odds ratios (95% CI) for not good vs good                   
general health were 1.22 (1.16-1.29) for the 30% measure and 1.88 (1.76-2.01) for the 30/40 measure. A                 
similar pattern was seen for physical and mental health, albeit slightly lower strengths of association [30%                
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vs 30/40 measure: 1.12 (1.06, 1.17) vs 1.63 (1.52, 1.74) and 1.26 (1.20, 1.32) vs 1.55 (1.44, 1.67)]. For                   
each health measure, adjustment for ethnicity and tenure each increased strengths of association with              
housing unaffordability. The reverse is true for urbanicity, associations were reduced but still apparent. In               
sensitivity analysis, when the “Other” tenure category was removed, the associations for general and              
physical health were maintained, whereas mental health did not have a significant association. 
 
In models adjusted for age, sex and urbanicity, ethnicity and tenure were independent effect modifiers of                
relationships between housing unaffordability, in all three health outcomes. As tenure is the only              
modifiable factor of the two, figures 1-3 show odds ratios of a 1-quartile increase in a health measures for                   
unaffordable compared to affordable housing, stratified by housing tenure and adjusted for age, sex,              
urbanicity, ethnicity and ethnicity*unaffordability. Physical, mental, and general health outcomes showed           
similar results, with mortgage owners and private renters reporting weaker associations between health             
and unaffordability. Associations were slightly stronger using the 30/40 compared to 30% income             
measure (Figures 1, 2, and 3). Social renters showed stronger associations with health than homeowners               
for general health (Figure 3). The physical health measure (Figure 1) was the same as the other two health                   
measures, with the exception of no association between health and unaffordability in mortgage owners              
compared to homeowners using the 30% income measure. 
 
Discussion 
 
Summary of results 
 
In this large population-based study on associations between housing affordability and different health             
metrics we showed a number of important findings. Firstly, whether using the 30% or 30/40 measure,                
living in unaffordable housing was associated with worse mental, physical and general health. However,              
importantly, the 30/40 measure demonstrated stronger relationships between unaffordability and worse           
health than the 30% measure. Second, and surprisingly, weaker associations were seen between housing              
affordability and health for some ethnic groups compared to White participants, and non-homeowner             
housing tenures compared to home-owners. Overall, results point to complex relationships between            
housing unaffordability, health, ethnicity and housing tenure.  

Comparison with other studies 
 
Our overall finding that higher unaffordable housing is associated with worse health is consistent with               
other studies (Cairney & Boyle, 2004; Mason et al, 2013). However, previous studies examined one               
affordability measure only. We build upon these studies by showing that the 30/40 measure demonstrated               
a stronger association with health measures than the 30% affordability measure. This is likely due to the                 
fact that the 30/40 metric is more effective at distinguishing between low and high income individuals,                
while 30% unaffordability also includes higher income individuals, who are typically in better health              
(Zaninotto et al., 2020). Past research has investigated the weaknesses of various housing affordability              
measures, including quantitative cross sectional and longitudinal analyses and qualitative literature           
reviews that looked at housing cost to income ratio (Rea, 2008; Stephen & Hoskara, 2019). Other studies                 
have adjusted the housing cost to income ratio at different levels to better understand declining housing                
affordability in Western Europe (Dewilde, 2018). But as far as we are aware this is the first paper to                   
compare multiple measures of housing unaffordability and how they vary for several outcomes. 
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The findings that minority participants experienced weaker associations between housing affordability           
and health for both affordability measures, has not been seen in the literature previously. This may be                 
attributed to the small health disparities we observed between those with affordable and unaffordable              
housing among minority participants. In line with past studies that have identified ethnic minorities as               
vulnerable groups facing high rates of burdensome housing costs (Stone, 2004), in our data, a much                
larger proportion of Black, Asian and Other ethnic study members live in unaffordable housing than               
White study members, for both unaffordability measures. As well, patterns of health outcomes by              
ethnicity were less consistent in minority than White participants. For example, White participants had              
higher prevalence of worse physical health than minority study members. Another explanation may be              
that housing affordability has a greater share of influence on the health of White participants, while worse                 
health outcomes among minority individuals may be a result of several issues faced, with housing               
affordability having less of an effect.  More research is needed on this topic. 

 
We also surprisingly found differences in directions of associations between housing unaffordability and             
health depending on tenure of the study member. In general, for all three health outcomes, private renters                 
showed positive, while social renters showed no or inverse, associations with housing unaffordability. In              
our data, a similar proportion of private renters were categorized into unaffordable housing as mortgage               
owners (45.2% vs 40.7%), but the former were much more likely to be classified into the worst physical                  
and mental health quartiles. Social renters were the opposite, with those in the affordable housing               
category demonstrating worse physical and mental health than home-owners. The reason mortgaged home             
owners only saw associations between housing affordability with the 30/40 measure is likely due to a                
higher proportion of people in the healthiest quartiles moving from being classified in ‘unaffordable’              
housing with the 30% measure to ‘affordable’ housing with the 30/40 measure (data not shown). 
 
Study Strengths and weaknesses 
 
This study had a number of strengths, Understanding Society (US) is one of the only studies with detailed                  
financial data on household income, housing cost, demographics and health. This allowed us to analyze               
the sample for those suffering worse health when utilizing different definitions of housing affordability              
and health. Additionally, SF-36 scores have been validated and widely used to evaluate general and older                
population health (Gandek et al., 2004). The overall sample is also representative of the UK - for example                  
the UK population has a similar proportion of Caucasian individuals to the sample (Ethnicity and               
National Identity in England and Wales: 2011 , 2011). Coupled with the sample also having been               
oversampled for ethnic minorities, this allowed us to have large enough sub-samples to reliably test effect                
modification of associations by ethnicity. This is important, given that characteristics of sex, ethnicity,              
urbanicity, housing tenure, and age have demonstrated significant associations with housing affordability            
in past studies (Gan & Hill, 2009; OECD, 2011a; Cairney & Boyle, 2004; Rea W, 2008; Stone, 2004;                  
Barton, 2017). 
 
A number of study weaknesses should be acknowledged. A complete case analysis was done, with the                
sample analyzed having lower levels of 30% housing unaffordability, better mental health, and worse              
physical health compared to the excluded sample, and therefore may not be representative. Participants in               
the observed sample were older (average of 48.59 years old) than those excluded (average of 25.66 years                 
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old) and the general UK population (approximately 39 years old in 2011) (Office for National Statistics,                
2018). Future studies could focus on distinct age groups, since physical health is intrinsically associated               
with age (Gandek et al., 2004). 
 
The affordability measures focus on the financial aspect but provide minimal indication of health issues               
including whether people have sufficient diets, exercise enough, and are housed effectively from harmful              
conditions (Akbar & Hossain, 2017; Jones-Rounds et al., 2014; Rockwood and Mitnitski, 2020). As well               
spending 30% of income on housing as a threshold does not mean that some individuals spending less                 
than 30% on housing are burden-less. Meanwhile, the 30/40 measure assumes all households above the               
40th percentile of the income distribution are not facing housing unaffordability. For example, a              
household in the 39th percentile and a household in the 41st percentile spending thirty percent of income                 
on housing may face similar financial issues. Only the family in the 39th percentile is considered as                 
dealing with housing unaffordability. The metrics treat someone spending 31% of income on housing the               
same as spending 75% of income. It is a weakness that these financial measures do not consider the                  
specific percent of income spent. This investigation sought to replicate measures that policymakers             
generally use, which is why a continuous measure of housing affordability was not applied. 
 
Households may also under consume housing, where rent levels do not indicate overcrowding, or in the                
case of utilities, do not heat the living space to needed temperatures (Haffner & Boumeester, 2015). It has                  
been recommended that nations utilize financial metrics centered around residual income, the money             
remaining after housing costs (Stone et al., 2011a). It focuses on whether people have enough money to                 
consume all basic necessities and is applied by the U.S. Department of Veteran’s Affairs home loan                
program (Jewkes & Delgadillo, 2010). All other expenditures are adjusted to fit the remaining income,               
indicating that amount best determines when people are paying too much on housing (Stone, 2004). One                
issue with utilizing residual income to factor in is the complexity with analyzing it, since assumptions on                 
income, taxes, and other benefits must be made (Stone et al., 2011b). Future work is needed to compare                  
housing unaffordability and health associations with the residual income method. 
 
General Health was self-reported by participants. It may be difficult to accurately compare health rates of                
different demographics, since there is a tendency to underreport information related to worse health              
(David W. Johnston, 2009). 
 
Another limitation is the potential for reverse causation. Instead of housing unaffordability causing worse              
health, deteriorating health may worsen housing unaffordability. The cross-sectional analysis could be            
improved by doing a longitudinal analysis where health trajectories are measured. Lastly, covariates in              
this study may have demonstrated effect modification by chance. Power calculations were not run by               
sub-groups tested for effect modification, so there is a possibility that the power was lower in the                 
stratified analysis. 
 
Recommendations for further research 
 
Minority homeowners had significantly higher odds of poor health relative to White participants, yet had               
a weaker association between housing unaffordability and worse health. An investigation should be done              
to determine what factors contributed to this. Further analysis should be done to determine the extent that                 
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the introduction of affordable housing corresponds with improved physical and mental health outcomes             
and how each affordability metric responds. Lastly, investigations should be performed to determine if              
varying demographics have different health outcomes when presented with identical levels of housing             
unaffordability. 
 
Policy implications 
 
Unitary and Dualist Housing Systems 
 
Results of this analysis indicate an association between housing unaffordability and their impact on              
health. Policy approaches to improving health should reflect this understanding and focus on investments              
in increasing the housing supply as a way to improve health outcomes. Nations that have suffered from                 
corporatized housing industries, like the UK and US, can shift from a dual system to a unitary model,                  
where government supplied housing competes directly with the private sector (Norris & Byrne, 2018).  
 
Unitary housing systems have been effective at creating affordable housing (Deutsch, 2009), such as in               
the city of Vienna, Austria (Marquardt & Glaser, 2020). The government of Vienna has spent decades                
purchasing land and constructing housing projects in order to bestow residents with affordable, public              
alternatives to the private market (Marquardt & Glaser, 2020). Over forty percent of households in Vienna                
live in social housing (Marquardt & Glaser, 2020). In contrast, less than one percent of US households                 
live in public housing (HUD, 2021; U.S. Census Bureau, 2021). Seventeen percent of all housing in                
England is public housing (P. Chapman, 2019).  
 
In nations with dual housing systems, access to social housing is limited to the poorest, leading to both                  
resentment and negligible impact on overall housing affordability (Norris & Byrne, 2018; Van Duijne &               
Ronald, 2018). The cost advantage for providing demand-side subsidies to keep rents stable has waned in                
many cases, with a limited number of people receiving the support (Marquardt & Glaser, 2020; Apgar Jr.,                 
2004). Restricted access and the limited subsidies on social housing protect the private industry from               
government competition (Norris & Byrne, 2018; Van Duijne & Ronald, 2018). Not only does private               
business benefit and profit from this setup, but the market gets less stable (Norris & Byrne, 2018).                 
Homeownership is incentivized as renting becomes less and less affordable, resulting in more marginal              
homeowners with high risk of defaulting on mortgages. This drives extremely polarizing housing cycles              
(Mundt & Amann, 2009).  
 
Unitary housing regimes work as a buffer against volatile prices, minimizing the damage from housing               
crises, such as in 2008 (Norris & Byrne, 2018). This can be seen when contrasting the situations in Ireland                   
and Austria, countries with dual and unitary housing systems, respectively. In Ireland, social housing              
consists of 8.9% of total housing compared to 22% in Austria (Norris & Byrne, 2018). While Ireland                 
restricted availability to low-income households, Austria allowed people of all income levels to utilize it               
(Marquardt & Glaser, 2020; Norris & Byrne, 2018; Van Duijne & Ronald, 2018). Furthermore, the               
private and public, non-profit rental sectors compete directly against each other, resulting in more stability               
(Amann, 2005; Norris & Byrne, 2018; Van Duijne & Ronald, 2018). Ireland has seen sinusoidal housing                
price changes, while Austria has experienced level prices (Norris & Byrne, 2018). The larger public               
market and commitment to building social housing resulted in Austria maintaining level prices, while              
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Ireland’s reliance on a volatile dual system contributed to its housing crash in the late 2000s (Norris &                  
Byrne, 2018). 
 
In addition to stabilizing the market, unitary housing systems promote lower costs (Marquardt & Glaser,               
2020; Mundt & Amann, 2009; Van Duijne & Ronald, 2018). In the UK, tenants spend greater than 30%                  
of their income on rent (Rottier, 2018). Meanwhile, the housing expenditure rate in Austria is 18%                
(Amann, 2005). In Vienna specifically, a median income household spent approximately 13% of income              
on an average priced rental, not including running costs, in 2019 (Statistik Austria, 2021a; Statistik               
Austria, 2021b). This is a stark difference in expenditure levels between a nation that limits the influence                 
of public housing offerings and a nation which has social housing compete in the market. When executed                 
properly, social housing can be used as an apparatus against poverty (Amann, 2005).  
 
As the social housing sector is diminished in size and influence, its ability to push down market rent                  
levels dissipates, resulting in inflated costs and less affordable housing as seen in the UK. To reduce the                  
population facing housing unaffordability by any metric, a focus on constructing social housing is              
advised. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Of the two affordability measures analyzed, the 30/40 metric demonstrated a stronger association with              
health outcomes. It is recommended that nations like the U.S. and UK, which utilize the 30% affordability                 
measure, re-evaluate how they define housing affordability and approach housing cost burden issues. Net              
income, factoring in housing costs, should be included in analyses that utilize cost ratios (ex. 30% and                 
30/40 metrics). Policy makers and researchers should consider expanding their definitions of            
unaffordability to more accurately identify populations vulnerable to adverse health effects of housing.             
Potential solutions focused on increasing the public housing supply can help people of various              
demographics confronted with housing unaffordability in nuanced ways. More research is needed to             
identify why housing unaffordability is more strongly associated with poor health in some housing              
tenures.  
 
Data availability statement 
 
The data set used in this study is available at www.understandingsociety.ac.uk.  
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Table 1: Characteristics of covariates, affordability measures, and health metrics, Understanding Society 2009-11. 

  30% measure 30/40 measure 

 TOTAL 
(n=35,114) 

Unaffordable 
(n=8,480) 

Affordable 
(n=26,634) 

p-values for 
difference 

Unaffordable 
(n=3,572) 

Affordable 
(n=31,542) 

p-values for 
difference 

Female, % 56.1 24.48 75.52 0.263 10.60  89.40  0.015 

Ethnicity, %    <0.001   <0.001 

Caucasian 83.3 21.22 78.78  8.02 91.98  

Black 4.8 40.93 59.07  20.94 79.06  

Asian 10.4 38.80 61.20  22.18  77.82  

Other 1.5 37.78 62.22  17.41  82.59  

Urban, % 77.6 26.00 74.00 <0.001 11.45 88.55 <0.001 

Tenure, %    <0.001   <0.001 

Owned outright 38.0 0.00 100.00  0.00 100.00  

Mortgage 44.2 40.65 59.35  11.52 88.48  

Social rental 13.0 33.20 66.80  29.27 70.73  

Private rental 4.3 45.23  54.77  31.26 68.74  

Other 0.6 5.08 94.92  4.57 95.43  

Mean age (SD) 48.6 (18.2) 39.0 (13.7) 51.6 (18.4)  40.1 (15.7) 49.6 (18.2)  

General health, %    <0.001   <0.001 

Excellent 17.4 24.93  75.07  7.97 92.03  

Very good 31.8 25.65 74.35  8.87  91.13  

Good 28.1 24.65 75.35  10.94 89.06  

Fair 15.1 21.77 78.23  12.72 87.28  

Poor 7.6 20.31 79.69  13.85  86.15  

SF-12 Physical health, % 
quartiles    <0.001   <0.001 

0-25% 26.8 19.07 80.93  11.41  88.59  

25-50% 25.0 23.39 76.61  9.89 90.11  

50-75% 24.4 26.01 73.99  9.34 90.66  

75-100% 23.9 29.18 70.82  10.28 89.72  

SF-12 Mental health, % 
quartiles    <0.001   <0.001 

0-25% 24.4 28.59 71.41  15.35  84.65  

25-50% 24.5 25.99 74.01  9.65  90.35  

50-75% 26.2 23.08  76.92  7.91 92.09  

75-100% 24.8 19.51 80.49  8.32 91.68  
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Note: Reference group for Housing Tenure is participants with housing owned outright. Reference group for Ethnicity is White participants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2: P-values from housing affordability*covariate interaction terms, fitted separately by covariate 
(n=35,114). 

 Sex Housing Tenure Urbanicity Ethnicity 

 - Mortgage Social 
Rental 

Private 
Rental - White Black Asian Other 

General health, 
%          

30% 
measure  0.507 <0.001 0.015 0.601 0.114 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - 

30/40 
measure 0.608 <0.001 <0.001 0.088 0.002 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - 

SF-12 Physical 
health, % 
quartiles 

         

30% 
measure 0.781 <0.001 0.386 0.946 0.612 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - 

30/40 
measure 0.310   0.004  0.003 0.702 0.044 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - 

SF-12 Mental 
health, % 
quartiles 

         

30% 
measure 0.654 0.035  0.045  0.943 0.140 0.057 0.019 0.052 - 

30/40 
measure 0.444 0.007 0.001 0.759 0.535 0.013 0.001 0.005 - 
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Table 3: Adjusted associations of housing affordability measures with health metrics, Understanding Society 
2009-11 (n=35,114). 

 Model 1: Age-adjusted 
only Model 2: Age & sex 

Model 3: Age, 
ethnicity, 

unaffordable*ethnicity 

Model 4: Age, urban, 
unaffordable*urban 

Model 5: Age, tenure, 
unaffordable*tenure 

 OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI 

General health, 
%           

30% 
measure 1.22 1.16, 1.29 1.22 1.16, 1.29 1.27 1.20, 1.35 1.18 1.12, 1.25 12.29 6.26, 

24.14 

30/40 
measure 1.88 1.76, 2.01 1.88 1.76, 2.01 2.14 1.97, 2.33 1.77 1.64, 1.90 14.02 6.95, 

28.28 

SF-12 Physical 
health, % 
quartiles 

          

30% 
measure 1.12 1.06, 1.17 1.12 1.06, 1.17 1.12 1.06, 1.19 1.10 1.04, 1.16 17.12 5.56, 

52.72 

30/40 
measure 1.63 1.52, 1.74 1.62 1.52, 1.74 1.69 1.55, 1.84 1.56 1.45, 1.68 23.79 6.10, 

92.85 

SF-12 Mental 
health, % 
quartiles 

          

30% 
measure 1.26 1.20, 1.32 1.26 1.20, 1.32 1.28 1.21, 1.36 1.22 1.16, 1.29 4.23 1.12, 

16.02 

30/40 
measure 1.55 1.44, 1.67 1.54 1.43, 1.66 1.65 1.51, 1.80 1.52 1.41, 1.65 6.57 1.95, 

22.20 
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Table 4: Health outcomes by Housing Tenure and Ethnicity, Understanding Society 2009-11. 

  Housing Tenure Ethnicity 

 
TOTAL 

(n= 
35,114) 

Owned 
outright 

(n=13,330) 

Mortgage 
(n=15,526) 

Social 
Rental 

(n=4,551) 

Private 
Rental 

(n=1,510) 

Other 
(n=197) 

p-values 
for 

difference 
White 

(n=29,236) 
Black 

(n=1,686) 
Asian 

(n=3,652) 
Other 

(n=540) 

p-values 
for 

difference 

General health, 
%       <0.001     <0.001 

Excellent 17.88 16.02 21.25 9.58  12.91 21.83  17.21 20.28 17.25 19.63  

Very good 33.63 30.34 37.02 19.47 27.02 40.10  32.15 29.24  30.12 32.04  

Good 28.51 28.63 27.61 26.72 31.99 23.35  27.89 27.28 29.98 25.93  

Fair 13.59 17.20 10.59 23.91 17.88 9.64  15.25 16.13 14.05 12.96  

Poor 6.39 7.81 3.53 20.33 10.20 5.08  7.50 7.06 8.60 9.44  

SF-12 Physical 
health, % 
quartiles 

      <0.001      0.007 

0-25%  21.04 33.39 15.53 45.24 28.74 22.34   27.11 23.96 25.38  26.11  

25-50% 24.11 26.81 24.63 21.29 23.77 25.89  24.97 25.21 25.41 22.96  

50-75% 26.15 22.31 28.75 15.86 23.25 25.89  24.32 24.67 25.11 22.04  

75-100
% 28.70  17.49 31.10 17.60  24.24 25.89  23.60 26.16 24.10 28.89  

SF-12 Mental 
health, % 
quartiles 

      <0.001     <0.001 

0-25%  23.04 19.46 21.95 43.46 37.48 17.26  23.15 30.49  31.24 29.26  

25-50% 23.94 21.92 28.24  19.86 22.65 25.89  24.51 24.20 24.34 25.93  

50-75% 26.62 26.77 29.42 15.43 19.80 34.52  27.00 20.52 22.81 24.81  

75-100
% 26.40 31.85 20.39 21.25 20.07 22.34  25.34 24.79  21.60 20.00  
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Table 5: Average Age by Housing Tenure, Understanding Society 
2009-11. 

  Housing Tenure 

 
TOTAL 

(n= 
26,598) 

Owned 
outright Mortgage Social 

Rental 
Private 
Rental Other 

Average age 
(years) 48.59 60.20  40.43 45.86 38.67 45.36 
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Figure 1.  Adjusted* odds ratios of a 1-quartile increase in physical health with unaffordable housing (left=30% 
measure, right=30/40 measure): stratified by tenure (n=35,114). 

 
*Adjusted for age, sex, urbanicity (urban vs rural), ethnicity and ethnicity*affordability. 
Note: Owned outright not shown as 0 housing costs.  “Other” not shown as very wide confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 
Figure 2.  Adjusted* odds ratios of a 1-quartile increase in mental health with unaffordable housing (left=30% 
measure, right=30/40 measure): stratified by tenure (n=35,114). 

 
*Adjusted for age, sex, urbanicity (urban vs rural), ethnicity and ethnicity*affordability. 
Note: Owned outright not shown as 0 housing costs. “Other” not shown as very wide confidence intervals. 
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Figure 3.  Adjusted* odds ratios of a 1-quartile increase in general health with unaffordable housing (left=30% 
measure, right=30/40 measure): stratified by tenure (n=35,114). 

 
*Adjusted for age, sex, urbanicity (urban vs rural), ethnicity and ethnicity*affordability. 
Note: Owned outright not shown as 0 housing costs. “Other” not shown as very wide confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 
References 

1. Akbar D, R. J., Hossain R. (2017). Perceived risks to housing unaffordability in resource-led              
regional communities: lessons for Australian regional cities. Australasian Journal of Regional           
Studies, 23 (1), 26.  

2. Amann, W. (2005). How to Boost Rental Housing Construction in CEE/SEE Countries. Housing             
Finance International .  

3. Anna Clarke, L. H., Ben Marshall, Michael Oxley, Isabella Pereira, Eleanor Thompson, Peter             
Williams. (2015). Evaluation of Removal of the Spare Room Subsidy . Department for Work and              
Pensions . 

4. Apgar Jr., W., 2004. Which Housing Policy Is Best?. Housing Policy Debate , 1(1). 
5. Baker E, Lester LH, Bentley R, Beer A. Poor housing quality: Prevalence and health effects.               

Journal of Prevention & Intervention in the Community . 2016;44(4):219-32.  
6. Barton, C. (2017). Home ownership & renting: demographics. UK House of Commons 
7. Bentley, R. J., Pevalin, D., Baker, E., Mason, K., Reeves, A., & Beer, A. (2016). Housing                

affordability, tenure and mental health in Australia and the United Kingdom: a comparative panel              
analysis. Housing Studies, 31(2), 208-222.  

8. Bryant, T. (2009). Housing & Income as Social Determinants of Women’s Health in Canadian              
Cities. Women's Health and Urban Life, 8 (2).  

9. Cairney, J., & Boyle, M. H. (2004). Home ownership, mortgages and psychological distress.             
Housing Studies, 19(2), 161-174.  

10. Chapman, B. (2019, 16 July 2019). Housing crisis: Nurses and teachers priced out of UK regions                
by rising rents. The Independent .  

11. Chapman, P. (2019). Local authority housing statistics: Year ending March 2018, England.  
12. Chu, B. (2018, 26 April 2018). UK houses now cost almost eight times average earnings, says                

ONS. The Independent.  
13. Clair, A., & Hughes, A. (2019). Housing and health: new evidence using biomarker data. Journal               

of Epidemiology and Community Health, 73(3), 256.  
14. Czischke, D., & van Bortel, G. (2018). An exploration of concepts and polices on ‘affordable               

housing’ in England, Italy, Poland and The Netherlands. Journal of Housing and the Built              
Environment . 

15. Deutsch, E., 2009. The Austrian Social Rented Sector at the Crossroads for Housing Choice.              
European Journal of Housing Policy , 9(3), pp.285-311. 

16. Dewilde, C. (2018). Explaining the declined affordability of housing for low-income private            
renters across Western Europe. Urban Studies , 55(12), pp.2618-2639. 

17. Ethnicity and National Identity in England and Wales: 2011. (2011). UK Statistics Authority to              
Parliament. 

18. Ezennia, I., & Hoskara, S. (2019) Methodological weaknesses in the measurement approaches            
and concept of housing affordability used in housing research: A qualitative study. PLOS ONE              
14(8): e0221246.  

19. Fisher, L. M., Pollakowski, H. O., & Zabel, J. (2009). Amenity-Based Housing Affordability             
Indexes. Real Estate Economics, 37(4), 705-746.  

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


20. Gabriel, M., Jacobs, K., Arthurson, K., Burke, T., Yates, J. (2005) Conceptualising and measuring              
the housing affordability problem. AHURI Research Paper No. NRV3-1, Australian Housing and            
Urban Research Institute Limited, Melbourne. 

21. Gan, Q., & Hill, R. J. (2009). Measuring housing affordability: Looking beyond the median.              
Journal of Housing Economics, 18(2), 115-125.  

22. Gandek, B., Sinclair, S. J., Kosinski, M., & Ware, J. E., Jr. (2004). Psychometric evaluation of the                 
SF-36 health survey in Medicare managed care. Health Care Financ Rev, 25 (4), 5-25.  

23. Gummer, J., Brown, B., Chater, N., Forster, P., Heaton, R., Johnson, P., Le Quéré, C., Davies,                
M., Hall, J., Mace, G., Ozdemiroglu, E., Schofield, R. (2019). UK housing: Fit for the future?                
Committee on Climate Change. 

24. Gupta, R. P., de Wit, M. L., & McKeown, D. (2007). The impact of poverty on the current and                   
future health status of children. Paediatrics & child health , 12(8), 667–672. 

25. Haffner, M., & Boumeester, H. (2015). Housing affordability in the Netherlands: the impact of              
rent and energy costs. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 30 (2), 293-312. 

26. Horsfield, G. (2015). Chapter 3: Equivalised income . Office for National Statistics. 
27. Hwang, S. W., & Burns, T. (2014). Health interventions for people who are homeless. The               

Lancet, 384 (9953), 1541-1547. 
28. Jewkes, M. D., & Delgadillo, L. M. (2010). Weaknesses of housing affordability indices used by               

practitioners. Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning,  21(1), 43–52. 
29. Johnston, D., Propper, C., Shields, M. (2009). Comparing subjective and objective measures of             

health: Evidence from hypertension for the income/health gradient. Journal of Health Economics,            
28(3).  

30. Jones-Rounds, M. L., Evans, G. W., & Braubach, M. (2014). The interactive effects of housing               
and neighbourhood quality on psychological well-being. J Epidemiol Community Health, 68 (2),           
171-175. 

31. Lincoln, A. K., Plachta-Elliott, S., & Espejo, D. (2009). Coming in: An examination of people               
with co-occurring substance use and serious mental illness exiting chronic homelessness.           
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 79 (2), 236-243.  

32. Lynn, P. (2009). Sample design for Understanding Society, Understanding Society Working           
Paper 2009-01, Colchester: University of Essex. 

33. Marquardt, S. and Glaser, D., 2020. How Much State and How Much Market? Comparing Social               
Housing in Berlin and Vienna. German Politics , pp.1-20. 

34. Mason, K. E., Baker, E., Blakely, T., & Bentley, R. J. (2013). Housing affordability and mental                
health: Does the relationship differ for renters and home purchasers? Social Science & Medicine,              
94, 91-97.  

35. Matte, T. D., & Jacobs, D. E. (2000). Housing and health--current issues and implications for               
research and programs. Journal of urban health , 77(1), 7–25.  

36. McCord, M. (2011). The implications of mortgage finance on housing market affordability.            
International Journal of Housing Markets and Analysis, 4 (4), 394-417. 

37. Mulliner, E., & Maliene, V. (2013). Austerity and reform to affordable housing policy. Journal of               
Housing and the Built Environment, 28 (2), 397-407. 

38. Mundt, A., & Amann, W. (2009). Indicators of a unitary rental market in Austria . ENHR               
Conference, Prague: Exploring the Social Content and Meaning of Social & Affordable Housing             
Models in Europe.  

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


39. Norris, M., & Byrne, M. (2018). Housing market (in)stability and social rented housing:             
comparing Austria and Ireland during the global financial crisis. Journal of Housing and the Built               
Environment, 33 . 

40. NRC. (2001). Preparing for an Aging World: The Case for Cross-National Research . National             
Research Council (US) Panel on a Research Agenda and New Data for an Aging World. 

41. OECD. (2011a). Improving the functioning of the housing market . United Kingdom: OECD. 
42. OECD. (2011b). What are equivalence scales? Organisation for Economic Co-operation and           

Development. 
43. Office for National Statistics. (2018). UK population by ethnicity . Government Digital Service. 
44. Ormandy, D., & Ezratty, V. (2016). Thermal discomfort and health: protecting the susceptible             

from excess cold and excess heat in housing. Advances in Building Energy Research, 10 (1),              
84-98. 

45. Parliament. (2019). Universal Credit: How to claim Universal Credit: step by step . UK             
Parliament. 

46. Parvin, A., Saxby, D., Cerulli, C., & Schneider, T. (2011). A Right To Build: The next                
mass-housebuilding industry. 

47. Pevalin, D. J., Taylor, M. P., & Todd, J. (2008). The Dynamics of Unhealthy Housing in the UK:                  
A Panel Data Analysis. Housing Studies, 23 (5), 679-695. 

48. Rea W, Y. J., Engeland J, Figueroa R. (2008). The dynamics of housing affordability.              
Perspectives on Labour and Income, 20 (1).  

49. Rockwood, K. and Mitnitski, A. (2020). Frailty in Relation to the Accumulation of Deficits. The               
Journals of Gerontology , 62(7), pp.722-727. 

50. Rottier, R. (2018). English Housing Survey Headline Report 2017-18 .  
51. Saegert, S., & Evans, G. W. (2003). Poverty, Housing Niches, and Health in the United States.                

Journal of Social Issues, 59 (3), 569-589. 
52. Somerville, M., Mackenzie, I., Owen, P., & Miles, D. (2000). Housing and health: does installing               

heating in their homes improve the health of children with asthma? Public Health, 114 (6),              
434-439. 

53. Statistik Austria. (2021a). Results (Overview): Household Income 2019 .  
54. Statistik Austria. (2021b). Results (Overview): Rent and running costs 2019 . 
55. Stone M, Burke, T., and Ralston L. (2011a). The residual income approach to housing              

affordability: the theory and the practice . AHURI Positioning Paper. 
56. Stone, M., Burke, T., & Ralston, L. (2011b). The Residual Income Method: A New Lens on                

Housing Affordability and Market Behaviour. AHURI Final Report. 
57. Stone, M. E. (2004). Shelter Poverty: The Chronic Crisis of Housing Affordability. New England              

Journal of Public Policy, 20 (1), 13.  
58. Thomson, H., Thomas, S., Sellstrom, E., & Petticrew, M. (2009). The health impacts of housing               

improvement: a systematic review of intervention studies from 1887 to 2007. Am J Public Health,               
99 Suppl 3 , S681-692. 

59. Tsemberis, S., & Eisenberg, R. F. (2000). Pathways to Housing: Supported Housing for             
Street-Dwelling Homeless Individuals With Psychiatric Disabilities. Psychiatric Services, 51 (4),         
487-493. 

60. United States Census Bureau. (2021). U.S. Census Bureau Quickfacts: United States . 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


61. University of Essex, Institute for Social and Economic Research, 2020, Understanding Society:            
Waves 1-10, 2009-2019 and Harmonised BHPS: Waves 1-18, 1991-2009, [data collection], UK            
Data Service, 13th Edition, SN: 6614. 

62. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2021). HUD's Public Housing Program . 
63. Van Duijne, R. J., & Ronald, R. (2018). The unraveling of Amsterdam’s unitary rental system.               

Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 33 (4), 633-651. 
64. WHO. (2017). Violence against women . World Health Organization Fact Sheets. 
65. WPC. (2019). The benefit cap . (Twenty-Fourth Report of Session 2017–19). United Kingdom:            

Work and Pensions Committee 
66. Yates, J. (2008). Australia's Housing Affordability Crisis. Australian Economic Review, 41 (2),           

200-214.  
67. Zaninotto, P., Batty, G., Stenholm, S., Kawachi, I., Hyde, M., Goldberg, M., Westerlund, H.,              

Vahtera, J., Head, J. (2020). Socioeconomic Inequalities in Disability-free Life Expectancy in            
Older People from England and the United States: A Cross-national Population-Based Study, The             
Journals of Gerontology: Series A , 75(5), pp.906–913. 

 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.03.21251094
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

