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Abstract: Globally, education systems are faced with dual workforce crises: a shortage of teachers
and a lack of affordable housing. Attracting and retaining teachers through improved renumeration,
working conditions, and quality preparation have been central. However, initiatives to attract and
retain teachers mean little if the workforce cannot find appropriate (quality and affordable) housing
within commuting distance to their workplaces. The present study undertakes a scoping review of
research on the intersection of housing and the school education workforce. Specifically, we examine
the volume, variety, and characteristics of evidence through the question of ‘What empirical studies
have been published on the relationship between housing and the school education workforce?’
Online databases were used to identify 23 studies published in 2000–2024 from Australia, China,
England, Kenya, Malaysia, New Zealand, Tanzania, Uganda, the UK, and the USA. Publications
drew on a range of methods and housing was rarely the focal unit of analysis. This study finds
that beyond establishing unaffordability through salary and housing costs ratios, and the peripheral
inclusion of housing issues in studies, there is insufficient published peer reviewed evidence available
to purposefully inform and measure interventions. Greater interdisciplinarity is required in research
to highlight the complexity of issues at the intersection of housing (availability, affordability, and
distance from workplaces) and workforce distribution. More rigorous data should be collected to
support robust reporting on the state of housing for the school education workforce to deliver the
type of evidence necessary to develop targeted and tailored interventions to improve outcomes for
the workforce and ultimately students.

Keywords: housing; teacher workforce; teacher housing; scoping review; teacher shortage;
housing crisis

1. Introduction

On a global scale, the school education workforce is experiencing concurrent crises—a
teacher shortage, coupled with housing unaffordability in many cities and regions. United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [1] modeling indicates a global
shortfall of 44 million teachers by 2030. At the same time, post-2008 global financial
crisis megatrends of accelerated (re)urbanization of capital and people, the provision of
cheap credit, and the rise of intra-society inequities has led to an international housing
crisis [2]. For those attracted to and retained in teaching (as with other essential workers),
salaries have not kept up within inflation and heated housing markets mean that some
schools—including those in housing market areas that are desirable to higher income
households—may be experiencing difficulties in finding staff [3–5].

In many parts of the world, the urgency and scale of the teacher shortage has meant
greater attention to the attraction of people to the profession and within-school working
conditions as explainers of workforce performance and retention, e.g., [6,7]. However,
initiatives to attract and retain teachers mean little if teachers cannot afford to live within
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commuting distance of their workplace. Despite this, workforce distribution, housing
affordability, and transportation costs, factors central to the accessibility of schools, remain
a policy blind spot. It is unclear what kind of information is available to governments,
school systems, professional associations, teachers’ unions, educators, and related indus-
tries (e.g., banks, superannuation firms) about the intersection of housing and the school
education workforce. For that reason, a scoping review was conducted to systematically
map the research on the topic to identify any existing gaps in knowledge and chart a path
for further research.

Identifying 23 studies referring to housing and the school teaching workforce, we
found that overall, a lack of robust evidence on teacher housing interventions beyond
pointing out the unaffordability of many locations poses a significant challenge for govern-
ment, industry representatives and advocacy organizations, schools, and even educators.
Based on the limited identified literature in this study, there is insufficient evidence that
a systematic review is required. The topic of housing is more likely to come up as an
additional issue or tangent when studying another issue for educators or districts. We
argue that greater targeted and tailored studies, possibly interdisciplinary, are required to
understand the intersection of housing and the school education workforce and deliver
the breadth of data and evidence required to develop effective interventions. The political,
economic, and cultural capital necessary to deliver the scale—both volume and geographic
spread—of housing that the school education workforce requires is substantial. Existing
work on the topic has laid the foundations, but more work needs to be conducted and
quickly if nations are to avoid the prospect of schools without teachers solely because they
are inaccessible.

2. Materials and Methods

This paper reports on a scoping study, an approach made popular by Arksey and
O’Malley [8], and extended by many others, e.g., [9–11]. Scoping reviews can be conducted
to meet various objectives, including examining the volume, variety, and characteristics of
evidence on a topic, determining the value of undertaking a systemic review, summarizing
findings from a body of knowledge that is heterogeneous in methods or interdisciplinary, or
identifying gaps in the literature. In this paper, our goal was to examine the volume, variety,
and characteristics of evidence through the question of ‘What empirical studies have been
published on the relationship between housing and the school education workforce’? Our
protocol was drafted using the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analysis protocols extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) checklist [12], which was
revised by the research team.

Peer-reviewed journal articles were included if they were published in the period
2000–2024, written in English, were either conceptual or empirical, and described their
conceptualization of the relationship between housing and the school education workforce.
To the best of our knowledge there are no prior review studies of the topic, including
in the time prior to our sampling (pre-2000). There were no limitations on data types
(e.g., quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods) to ensure maximum diversity in the
corpus. Papers were excluded if they did not fit into the conceptual framework of the review
or focused on generic essential worker housing without mentioning teachers or school-
based educators. In seeking to understand the interplay of housing and the school education
workforce, we conceptualized the relationships (a priori) as depicted in Figure 1. We see
the distribution of the school education workforce (supply) and the number of teaching
positions to be filled (demand) to be the orthodox input variables. Social, economic, cultural,
health, well-being, and human capital development are applied as outcome variables. As
distribution is geospatial, we consider housing and transportation to link supply and
demand (blue box and dashed lines) with an effect on outcomes.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework for establishing the underlying generative assumptions of research
identified in the review (source: authors).

To identify potentially relevant research, the following databases were searched from
2000 through to the time of study (January 2024): EBSCO, ProQuest, and Scopus. The
search strategies were drafted by a team member, LM, in collaboration with an experienced
research librarian at UNSW Sydney. Further refinement was undertaken through team
discussion. Final syntax for the respective databases can be found below.

EBSCO: TI (“housing*” OR “housing affordability” OR “affordable housing” OR
“workforce housing” OR “teacher housing” OR “key worker housing” OR “essential
worker housing”) AND (“teacher*” OR “educator*” OR “school education workforce” OR
“key worker*” OR “essential worker*”)) OR AB (“housing*” OR “housing affordability”
OR “affordable housing” OR “workforce housing” OR “teacher housing” OR “key worker
housing” OR “essential worker housing”) n5 (“teacher*” OR “educator*” OR “school
education workforce” OR “key worker*” OR “essential worker*”).

PROQUEST: title ((“housing*” OR “housing affordability” OR “affordable housing”
OR “workforce housing” OR “teacher housing” OR “key worker housing” OR “essential
worker housing”) AND (“teacher*” OR “educator*” OR “school education workforce” OR
“key worker*” OR “essential worker*”)) OR abstract ((“housing*” OR “housing affordabil-
ity” OR “affordable housing” OR “workforce housing” OR “teacher housing” OR “key
worker housing” OR “essential worker housing”) n/5 (“teacher*” OR “educator*” OR
“school education workforce” OR “key worker*” OR “essential worker*”)).

SCOPUS: TITLE ((“housing*” OR ”housing affordability” OR ”affordable housing”
OR ”workforce housing” OR ”teacher housing” OR ”key worker housing” OR ”essential
worker housing”) AND (”teacher*” OR ”educator*” OR ”school education workforce” OR
”key worker*” OR ”essential worker*”)) OR ABS ((“housing*” OR ”housing affordability”
OR ”affordable housing” OR ”workforce housing” OR ”teacher housing” OR ”key worker
housing” OR ”essential worker housing”) W/5 (”teacher*” OR ”educator*” OR ”school
education workforce” OR ”key worker*” OR ”essential worker*”)).

The final search results were exported into EndNote. As a robustness check, major
publishing houses (Elsevier, Springer, Taylor and Francis, Emerald, and Wiley—using the
same or platform-sensitive search syntax) were searched for additional articles. A final
check was conducted using Google Scholar (“teacher housing” AND ‘teacher shortage”),
ResearchGate (“teacher housing” AND “teacher shortage”), and citation tracking.

To increase consistency among reviewers, prior to commencing the review, two review-
ers screened the same five publications, discussed the results, and amended the screening
and data extraction approach before commencing this review. Two reviewers, LM and
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SE, worked independently in each phase of the review before coming together to discuss
results and continuously update the approach in an iterative process. To demonstrate the
rigor and effectiveness of this process, a measure of inter-rater reliability was employed.
Moving beyond a mere percentage of agreement, Cohen’s [13] kappa (κ), a well-recognized
benchmark for inter-rater reliability with nominal categories and two raters, was used.
The cohen_kappa_score() function from sklearn library (scikit-learn, 1.4.0 module) in
Python 3.12 was used to calculate the value, with reviewers operating at a κ = 0.79 level of
agreement. This is a ‘substantial’ level of agreement between raters [14,15]. Disagreements
were resolved on study selection and data extraction by consensus following discussion
between reviewers.

A data-charting form was jointly developed by two reviewers, LM and SE, and checked
by team members CG, KCM, and CJP to determine which variables to extract. The reviewers
charted the data tool designed for this study. The tool captured the relevant information on
key study characteristics (source, year, country, aim, unit of analysis, design, methods, data
source, sampling, sample size, measures, timeframe, casual logic, key findings). To establish
the underlying generative assumption (causal logic) of the intersection of housing and the
school education workforce, the two reviewers coded independently, before meeting to
discuss any disagreements. Any unresolved coding was adjudicated by a third reviewer
from the team.

Our focus on the existing evidence and the underlying assumptions of knowledge
claims meant we aimed to concurrently explore the content and quality of reporting of pub-
lished research. To establish quality, we drew on the Nature portfolio reporting summary
checklist for the behavioral and social sciences (https://www.nature.com/documents/
nr-reporting-summary-Apr-2023-flat.pdf, accessed on 10 March 2024) as a benchmark.
This checklist was created for the purpose of improving the reproducibility of the work
published in Nature and providing a structure for consistency and transparency in (social)
science. Our dual focus on content and quality of reporting allowed us to generate a
descriptive and explanatory synthesis of the existing knowledge base on the intersection of
housing and the school education workforce and chart a path forward for research.

3. Results

After duplicates were removed, a total of 142 records were identified from the searches
of electronic databases (EBSCO, Proquest, and Scopus). Based on an assessment of the title
and abstract, 61 were excluded, with 81 full-text articles to be retrieved and assessed for
eligibility. Of these, 65 were excluded for the following reasons: 32 were in trade journals
rather than scholarly outlets, 26 were deemed irrelevant, and 7 were not considered to
be original empirical research (e.g., editorials, book reviews). The remaining 16 studies
were considered eligible for this review. Supplementing these 16, a further 12 studies were
identified in the robustness check. After 5 were excluded (irrelevant or editorial), 7 were
added. The final total of records included in this review was 23 (see Figure 2).

Of these 23 studies, nine different countries were represented, the USA (n = 5),
UK/England (n = 4), Australia (n = 3), Uganda (n = 3), New Zealand (n = 2), Tanza-
nia (n = 2), China (n = 2), and single studies from Kenya and Maylasia. Fourteen focused
exclusively on teachers (61%), while the other 39% (n = 9) used the broader key/essential
workers and mentioned teachers. There has been an uptick in papers in the last seven years,
although no year featured more than three papers (see Figure 3).

Mindful of the limitations of conflating outlet ranking with the quality of individual
papers, using the international ranking quartiles of Scimago Journal and Country Rank
(https://www.scimagojr.com/, accessed on 10 March 2024), and taking the highest rank
in any discipline for interdisciplinary coded journals, of the 20 identified journal articles
(excluding the three reports), 40% (n = 8) appeared in quartile one journals, 15% (n = 3) in
Q2, 10% (n = 2) in Q3, 5% (n = 1) in Q4, and 30% (n = 6) in unranked outlets.

https://www.nature.com/documents/nr-reporting-summary-Apr-2023-flat.pdf
https://www.nature.com/documents/nr-reporting-summary-Apr-2023-flat.pdf
https://www.scimagojr.com/
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While a small number of papers had explicit aims of investigating housing affordabil-
ity and teachers, e.g., [3,17,18], in most studies, issues of housing and the school education
workforce were peripheral to other matters. These included reducing or optimizing staff
movements [19,20]; how best to use land or existing buildings [21–23]; how infrastruc-
ture (including housing) impacts identity, commitment to the profession, or working
conditions [24–27]; or were aimed at all key/essential workers, of which teachers are a
sub-category [4,5,28–33]. A few outlier examples included linking housing to broader land
use [34], purchasing decisions [35], or advocating for a particular type of construction
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to address the lack of housing issue [36]. A single paper sought to link housing with
teacher performance [18].

The research design of studies fell into two overarching categories, surveys of large
areas (e.g., states, nations, n = 4) or the most common approach being case studies of
specific regions or initiatives (n = 19). The corresponding sampling approach was frequently
purposive, even if not explicitly named as such, with single examples of stratification [19]
or randomization [35]. There is a relatively even spread of method orientations across
quantitative (n = 8), qualitative (n = 8), and mixed-method (n = 6) approaches. The use
of large-scale publicly available data was a common feature (n = 9), as with interviews or
focus groups (n = 9) and to a lesser extent questionnaires (n = 4), and archival or historical
analysis (n = 2). Sample sizes varied from many data points over an extended period, from
the analysis of publicly available data through to interviewing two teachers. As a result,
calculating an aggregated mean is not useful.

One of the more concerning issues with the identified studies is the under-reporting
of methodological details (as per the Nature checklist). In a few cases, it was unclear what
methods were used (n = 2), and in many others, the exact n was not reported (n = 12),
nor were the specific measures or assumptions articulated. Sometimes, the description
of the analytical work was limited to ‘thematic analysis’ or ‘inductive analysis’, with
no explicit articulation of data reduction strategies. Overall, the disclosure of the study
description, research sample, sampling strategy, data collection, timing, data exclusions,
non-participation, and randomization (as per the Nature portfolio reporting checklist) was
poorly documented—possibly linked to the quality of outlet observation.

Despite some papers tracking affordability over time or commuting distance, studies
were more focused on description rather than explanation/prediction. They would describe
often dire situations of unaffordability of housing but provide little, if any, explanation of
how things came to be or what can be done apart from making more housing available.
Large-scale surveys of cost and salary ratios demonstrated the increasing unaffordability of
specific areas but had few, if any, evidence-based mechanisms for addressing the issues.
Case studies of specific initiatives or examples described the impact of those on local
populations with little consideration of the scalability of such reforms.

Heterogeneity in the study aims makes it difficult to aggregate any measures or
synthesize outcomes and findings. Housing affordability measures, such as the ratio
of indicative salary to mean or median housing costs in an area, were common (n = 7).
Other than the use of large-scale data, the under-reporting of conceptual and instrument
(including interview/focus group schedules) development coupled with minimal (if any)
information on data reduction and analysis poses a significant threat to the credibility of
research on the topic.

Although it is difficult to parse workforce well-being and performance, our concep-
tual framework sought to identify the underlying generative assumptions between major
constructs (input variables of workforce distribution and school provision) and output vari-
ables (workforce well-being or performance) as moderated by housing and transportation
costs. Studies could be coded against multiple categories. The two dominant logics in the
identified studies (see Table 1) are that greater workforce distribution (meaning further
commutes) or sub-optimal accommodation has a negative impact on workforce well-being
(n = 13), and the provision of schooling is compromised when the workforce cannot find
affordable housing nearby (n = 8).

There is a diverse range of findings presented in the identified studies. The unafford-
ability of areas for teachers, as with other essential workers, especially in high demand
locations, is not new—although the gap may be widening. Transparency in the data sources
and the analysis of housing costs and salaries make this type of study the most robust evi-
dence available on the intersection of housing and the teacher workforce. Reporting based
on as little as a single item in a previously unvalidated questionnaire, a small number of
targeted interviews, or advocating for initiatives or products without any formal evaluation
or longitudinal analysis of impact are not considered high-quality evidence.
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Table 1. Causal logics present in the identified studies (source: authors).

Input Variable Moderated by Impacts Workforce n

1 Workforce distribution → Housing costs → Well-being 13
2 Workforce distribution → Housing costs → Performance 2
3 School provision → Housing costs → Well-being -
4 School provision → Housing costs → Performance 8

In sum, the intersection of housing and the teacher workforce remains a peripheral
issue in the knowledge base of education. Apart from large-scale surveys of housing cost
and salary ratios, housing is more likely to come up tangentially in studies, meaning there
are few robust metrics or concepts to inform interventions. Conceptually, housing is most
often conceived as having an indirect effect on school provision and outcomes through
workforce well-being. To this point, there are no empirically validated measures beyond the
ratios of salary to housing costs, and transportation costs to access schools in unaffordable
markets are largely overlooked. The reporting of analytical approaches has not always been
at the level of detail expected, limiting robustness and not providing the level of evidence
required by policy makers.

4. Discussion

In this scoping review, we identified 23 studies investigating the intersection of hous-
ing and the school education workforce published between 2000 and 2024. Our findings
indicate a paucity of research specifically focusing on housing or evaluating the impact
of initiatives. What was more likely were large-scale surveys of publicly available data
to highlight unaffordability, e.g., [3–5,28,29], or small-scale case studies of specific initia-
tives using interviews, focus groups, or participant observation, e.g., [21–23]. Although
important and feasible, these data generation or curation strategies only partially address
the need for viable options for addressing the dual crises of housing affordability and the
teacher shortage.

The number of studies considering housing has increased (see Figure 3), although it
remains relatively low given the volume of the literature on education produced annu-
ally. Across this emerging body of evidence, there is consensus on the need for systemic-
level reforms capable of reducing massive economic and wellbeing inequities and multi-
generational damage to workforce prosperity. Existing models, those responsible for
current practice, will only be replaced if there is a viable alternative. Based on the evidence
identified in this scoping study, constructing a feasible alternative is problematic. In many
countries grappling with the expansion of access to education for their populations, there
are many confounding variables creating noise in the data. The availability of quality
housing in some cases is about stock and the need for a greater number of dwellings in
locations. Elsewhere, the issue is about the affordability of housing. In both cases, the
disciplinary knowledge required to understand the complexity of these issues is beyond
education. Urban science (geography, city planning, and demography), transport modeling,
and housing economics (e.g., house prices) would be of assistance in identifying crucial
policy issues and reducing noise in the data. Furthermore, interdisciplinary analysis of
the intersection of housing and the school education workforce will be foundational to
generating policy concepts (e.g., workplace accessibility) and establishing parameters and
measures for targeted and tailored interventions. Without an approach to providing viable
alternatives and the mechanisms through which they can be achieved, there is unlikely to
be any change in existing practices.

Teachers are required for schools to function. Access to high-quality and affordable
housing within commuting distance of work is important for teacher well-being [19,21,24,25],
can be a drawcard for attracting people to hard-to-staff schools [20], and is important for
regional or community development [22,23,34]. There is ample evidence that salaries are not
keeping up with rising housing costs [3–5,27–29]. The provision of or access to housing is
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part of teachers’ working conditions [26] and this makes it fundamental to governments’ and
school systems’ responses to the teacher shortage.

A report [17] and accompanying handbook [37] from the Center for Cities + Schools
(UC Berkeley), cityLAB (UCLA), and the Terner Center for Housing Innovation (UC Berke-
ley) have provided substantial advice for school boards, administrators, and community
members to advocate for and advance the development of education workforce housing
on underutilized school land in California. What they highlight, however, is the interdisci-
plinarity that is required to understand the intersection of housing and the school education
workforce and the breadth of data and evidence required to develop effective interventions.
The issues of how to deliver the scale of housing required to accommodate teachers (with-
out forcing them into teacher housing), particularly in cities, and the necessary capital for
such a large scale (both in number and geographic spread) are substantial. The economic
modeling of such projects and the policy and legislative requirements built on the provision
of schooling for a population are further considerations. The existing interdisciplinarity in
the knowledge base, as evidenced in this scoping study, is more about not quite fitting any
one discipline than it is a comprehensive description of what is happening and what needs
to be done to address the complexity of housing and the school education workforce.

5. Limitations

As with all projects, this scoping study is not without limitations. First, a review is
only as good as the studies available on the topic. Inconsistent quality of reporting and
heterogeneity in focus has diluted the strength of what can and what cannot be said about
the intersection of housing and the school education workforce. It is, at this point, difficult
to aggregate key measures or indices to build a cohesive and persuasive argument for
policy makers.

Analytically, the intersection of housing and the teacher workforce is arguably a sub-
set within a broader discussion of key or essential workers. The difficulties in parsing
teachers within generic key or essential worker research was problematic. Unless teachers
were explicitly mentioned, we had to exclude studies. At the same time, housing often
came up as a peripheral issue in studies and the implications were not explored in any
depth. As a result, there is a blurring of the boundaries of analytical categories that will
only be sorted through a greater critical mass of studies and the development of clearly
identified and acknowledged concepts.

Finally, the core work of this scoping study was undertaken during a summer intern-
ship awarded to LM. To make it feasible for such a post, decisions regarding scale and
scope needed to factor in the limitations of time. While further work was conducted to
translate the data generated into this manuscript, the time is a limitation.

6. Conclusions

Housing the school education workforce is an educational issue. For the effective
functioning of school systems, it should be viewed as necessary infrastructure with ‘an
adequate supply assured through planning and implementation just as communities assure
the availability of adequate retail, office, industry, schools, or streets’ [38]. The lack of
robust evidence on teacher housing interventions—beyond pointing out the unaffordability
of many locations—appears to pose a significant challenge for governments, systems,
schools, and educators. Based on this scoping study, there is minimal, if any, evidence that
undertaking a systematic review of the topic would be appropriate or necessary. Put simply,
there is insufficient evidence to guide the nature of educator housing interventions. There
is also limited evidence to describe the experiences of teachers on the lack of housing—a
vital component of the complexity of housing interventions and an integral part of any
implementation and evaluation of interventions. As a result, there is a need for high-quality
interdisciplinary research blending education and urban science, transport modeling, and
housing economics, among others, to determine what type of interventions are feasible and
may be of benefit for the school education workforce and to help guide governments and
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systems on how best to deliver them. Research using geospatial analysis to demonstrate
workforce distribution, integrated with location-sensitive housing and transportation costs
over time, can be used to inform policy interventions and predict forthcoming issues when
combined with population projections. With research indicating that it can take a decade
from decisions to the delivery of large-scale infrastructure projects for teacher housing [17],
the window is quickly narrowing to prevent the prospect of schools without teachers solely
because housing made them inaccessible.
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