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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY  

Homelessness among young people is becoming an increasingly prevalent issue both within 

Australia and internationally. Recent Census data suggests that over 26,000 youth currently 

experience homelessness throughout the country. Young parents are particularly vulnerable to 

experiencing homelessness, due in part to the increased stressors and challenges they face when 

transitioning to parenthood. This is particularly problematic for young parents who experience 

homelessness. This group faces significant physical, social, and emotional difficulties which may 

negatively impact on their ability to provide for their child.  

While young parents who are homeless or at risk of homelessness are often highly motivated to 

actively improve their circumstances, they often face considerable obstacles which can prevent 

them from initiating change and maintaining positive outcomes. For example, a lack of affordable 

housing, a lack of social and financial support, and a lack of access to education and employment 

can all act as barriers which prevent young disadvantaged parents from moving out of 

homelessness. 

Australian state governments and several not-for-profit organisations provide services to support 

young homeless individuals and help them move out of homelessness. We review a number of 

different service model approaches in this paper, including (i) the Outreach Model, (ii) the Crisis 

Model, (iii) the Supported Accommodation Model, (iv) the Intensive Support Model, (v) the Foyer 

Model, and (vi) the Coordination Model. 

Our review of the current literature on effective homelessness support services reveals that there is 

a considerable lack of studies exploring the long-term outcomes of youth who access such services. 

However, the research that is available suggests that the provision of employment, education and 

training pathways, as well as ongoing support, all play important roles in helping vulnerable youth 

move out of homelessness and achieve better life outcomes.  

Unfortunately, service providers often experience barriers which prevent them from effectively 

engaging and addressing the needs of their clients. 

The findings of this review suggest that service providers may benefit from putting greater 

emphasis on the integration of services and providing youth with greater access to employment, 

education, and training pathways. In taking a more integrated and holistic approach, such services 

may be better able to address the complex range of issues which many young homeless parents 

face and, in turn, help them forge sustainable pathways out of homelessness. 
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Abstract 

In Australia, the rates of homelessness among youth are higher than for any other age group in 

the country, with young people aged between 12 and 24 comprising 25% of the homeless 

population. Young parents are making up an increasingly large proportion of this group. This 

is particularly problematic because individuals who experience homelessness when they are 

young are more likely to experience persistent homelessness throughout their lives. In this 

paper, we review the current literature surrounding the types and effectiveness of support 

services available to such youth, demonstrating that while a number of different approaches 

exist, various factors can affect the extent to which these services are able to effectively engage 

and address the needs of their target clients. Ongoing support once individuals leave support 

services and the provision of education, employment, and training pathways play key roles in 

helping young vulnerable parents make a sustainable transition from homelessness to a stable 

independent living environment. These findings can inform the design of future support 

services aiming at reducing youth homelessness in Australia. 

 

Keywords: homelessness; youth; parenthood; Australia 
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1. Introduction 

Current research suggests that young Australians are becoming increasingly overrepre-

sented within the country’s homeless population (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2014). 

For example, youth aged between 12 and 24 currently comprise 25% of the homeless 

population, despite making up only 17% of the national population (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2014). Research also indicates that young parents are particularly vulnerable 

to experiencing homelessness due to the increased social, financial, medical, educational, 

and employment difficulties which they often face (Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare, 2013). In fact, in 2013-14 alone, over 10,500 parents aged between 15 and 24 

required support from specialist homelessness services (Australian Institute of Health 

and Welfare, 2014).  

According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, homelessness occurs when a person is 

living in a dwelling that is inadequate, has a short, non-extendable or non-existent tenure, 

or does not provide the person with space for social relations (Australian Bureau of Sta-

tistics, 2012). The issue of youth homelessness is an important one, and it is attracting 

increasing attention in contemporary literature. This is partially because youth home-

lessness has been linked to numerous negative long-term outcomes, such as poor mental 

and physical health, as well as low educational attainment (Collins & Curtis, 2011; Perl-

man, Willard, Herbers, Cutuli, & Eyrich Garg, 2014). Furthermore, when people experi-

ence homelessness for a prolonged period of time, they often adapt to it as a way of life. 

With the passing of time it becomes increasingly difficult for individuals to undergo sus-

tainable transitions out of homelessness (Johnson & Chamberlain, 2008).  

Despite the increasing severity of this problem and the large literature on youth home-

lessness, there has been limited research to date on vulnerable young parents, particu-

larly in terms of evaluating the effectiveness of the services currently available to them 

(Altena, Brilleslijper-Kater, & Wolf, 2010; Clay & Coffey, 2003; Hall, 2006; Marrone, 2005; 

O’Toole, Dennis, Kilpatrick, & Farmer, 2010). In this review paper, we provide a summary 

of the various forms of services available to homeless youth and homeless young parents 

in Australia, and review national and international literature examining the effectiveness 

of different service approaches. In doing this, we aim to further our understanding of the 

factors which influence the effectiveness of these service approaches, and contribute to 
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public discourse surrounding the best ways to serve the needs of young parents who ex-

perience homelessness. 

Overall, the literature suggests that while many homelessness services provide accom-

modation for disadvantaged youth, a large number of these services are not equipped to 

serve their broader educational, vocational, psychosocial, and health needs, particularly 

when these youth have children (Anderson, Stuttaford, & Vostanis, 2006; Barber, Fonagy, 

Fultz, Simulinas, & Yates, 2005; Rashid, 2004). Furthermore, services which attempt to 

address a wider variety of vulnerable young people’s needs often find it difficult to engage 

their clients (Garrett et al., 2008; Giullari & Shaw, 2005; Peled, Spiro, & Dekel, 2005; Scap-

paticci & Blay, 2009). Importantly, the literature suggests that access to ongoing support 

and education, employment, and training pathways is a crucial component in helping 

youth make a sustainable transition out of homelessness (Boese & Boyle, 2006; Broad-

bent, 2008; Hampshire, 2010; McNeill, 2011; Robinson & Baron, 2007).  

 

2. Current Service Models 

While few service models currently exist to specifically address the needs of young Aus-

tralian parents who are homeless or at risk of homelessness, Australian state govern-

ments and various not-for-profit organisations offer a number of services to help support 

homeless youth (Australian Government, 2008; Australian Institute of Health and Wel-

fare, 2011). These services range from early intervention and crisis support to longer-

term support involving access to education and training for employment (Australian Gov-

ernment, 2008). Such services can be grouped into several distinct categories according 

to the model they follow, including (i) the Outreach Model, (ii) the Crisis Model, (iii) the 

Supported Accommodation Model, (iv) the Intensive Support Model, (v) the Foyer Model, 

and (vi) the Co-ordination Model (Barker, Humphries, McArthur, & Thomson, 2012; Beer 

et al., 2005). The provision of such wide-ranging support is important as it enables home-

less youth with different needs and complex issues to make smoother and more positive 

transitions into both adulthood and parenthood (Knight, 2012). 

The Outreach Model 

The Outreach Model is employed by a number of services throughout the country, and is 

a proactive approach which focuses on primary and secondary intervention (Beer et al., 
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2005). That is, the Outreach Model aims to provide support to young people at risk of 

homelessness, as well as children before they enter high risk groups, to prevent future 

homelessness (Beer et al., 2005). Through encouraging collaborations between busi-

nesses, communities, and governments, this model aims at addressing the structural 

causes of homelessness (Beer et al., 2005). One example of the Outreach Model is the Re-

connect program, a community-based early intervention program run across Australia 

(Australian Government, 2008). Using early intervention strategies, such as counselling, 

mediation, and family support, Reconnect helps vulnerable youth between the ages of 12 

and 18 to attain a more stable living situation, improve family relationships, and increase 

their engagement in employment, education, and training (Australian Government, 

2013). In targeting youth before they become homeless, Reconnect works to prevent 

homelessness and engage families and educational institutions in young people’s jour-

neys towards more stable living situations (Beer et al., 2005). It provides youth with fam-

ily counselling and mediation, as well as practical support to facilitate their involvement 

in education and employment (Australian Government, 2013). In doing this, Reconnect is 

able to help young people work on their issues and more actively participate in both the 

community and the workforce (Broadbent, 2008).  

 

The Crisis Model 

The Crisis Model is another model which is used throughout the country, and its main 

focus is to provide immediate support to homeless people with severe needs (Beer et al., 

2005). However, as this model is purely reactive and focuses solely on short-term relief 

from homelessness, it is unable to provide long-term support or address the underlying 

causes of homelessness (Beer et al., 2005). Youth refuge services, such as those run by 

Melbourne City Mission, generally follow this model, as their primary aim is to provide 

youth with crisis accommodation and help build their resilience (Barrett & Cataldo, 

2012). These refuge services are open to youth between the ages of 16 and 24 who are 

either experiencing or at risk of experiencing homelessness (Barrett & Cataldo, 2012). In 

addition to crisis accommodation, such services often provide youth with support in find-

ing stable, long-term accommodation and making informed decisions about their future 

(Barrett & Cataldo, 2012). However, as these services have limited capacity to address 

multiple needs, they generally have a limited impact on the long-term outcomes of people 
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experiencing homelessness (Beer et al., 2005). Despite this, such approaches continue to 

exist around the country as they are able to provide quick and targeted support to ad-

dress the immediate and pressing needs of their clients (Beer et al., 2005). 

 

The Supported Accommodation Model  

The Supported Accommodation Model is another model which is used throughout Aus-

tralia to help address the needs of those experiencing homelessness. This particular 

model often takes a housing-first approach, which is based on the idea that adequate 

housing is a basic human right, and that once stable housing has been gained, social, ed-

ucational, and employment participation will follow (Barker et al., 2012). As such, the 

Supported Accommodation Model focuses on providing safe and affordable housing to 

vulnerable individuals and families, along with support staff to help provide clients with 

safety, flexibility, permanence, access to support services and, above all, independence 

(Barker et al., 2012). One example of this model is Common Ground, a program based on 

the provision of permanent supportive housing for chronically homeless people (Eardley 

& Bullen, 2011). Common Ground is currently run in five states throughout the country, 

and it is aimed at the most vulnerable and chronically homeless people (Eardley & Bullen, 

2011). It provides them with safe housing and additional support services, such as access 

to employment and training, to ensure they remain housed, healthy, and safe (Eardley & 

Bullen, 2011). The program generally houses homeless people along with other low-in-

come individuals, such as students, in order to help encourage social inclusion, facilitate 

a healthy living environment, foster positive community development, and provide the 

opportunity for homeless people to experience living outside of an institutionalised en-

vironment (Eardley & Bullen, 2011). The Supported Accommodation Assistance Program 

(SAAP), on the other hand, takes a case management approach to the Supported Accom-

modation Model (Australian Government, 2008). It aims to provide people who are 

homeless or at risk of homelessness with transitional supported accommodation to help 

them achieve independence (Australian Government, 2008). It is targeted at people ex-

periencing or at risk of experiencing homelessness, with particular focus on youth, 

women and children escaping violence, and single men and women (Australian Govern-

ment, 2008). While SAAP provides a range of services, including early intervention, emer-

gency support, outreach support, and some post-crisis support, it is limited in its capacity 
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to provide its clients with employment, education, and training pathways (National Youth 

Commission, 2008). This is problematic in that links to education and employment are 

seen to play a large role in helping homeless individuals become active members of the 

workforce and make sustainable transitions out of homelessness (Boese & Boyle, 2006). 

 

The Intensive Support Model  

The Intensive Support Model is often used by services aimed at providing support to in-

dividuals with a specific intensive need, such as pregnancy, substance abuse, or mental 

health issues (Beer et al., 2005). Such services aim to provide support on a level that helps 

reduce the risk factors of homelessness while simultaneously providing clients with the 

secure accommodation that they require in order to move off the streets (Beer et al., 

2005). One example of an Intensive Support Model is St Mary’s, a Brisbane-based accom-

modation and support service for parenting and pregnant young women between the 

ages of 16 and 25 who are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless (Knight, 2012). The 

service aims to empower young mothers to live independently through the provision of 

affordable accommodation, as well as training in parenting and life skills (Knight, 2012). 

St Mary’s allows the women to stay for three to eighteen months, providing them with 

secure and stable medium-term accommodation and access to support staff, before help-

ing them move into more permanent accommodation (Knight, 2012). By addressing 

young mothers’ complex needs, this service is able to help them develop independent 

living skills and break the cycle of homelessness (Knight, 2012). 

 

The Foyer Model 

The Foyer Model has gained increasing attention within Australia in recent years, as it 

focuses on providing direct access to employment, education, and training, in combina-

tion with quality and affordable accommodation (Barker et al., 2012). For example, the 

Education First Youth Foyers in Victoria prioritise education and training pathways and 

focus on helping youth gain sustainable employment (Mallett, James, McTiernan, & Buick, 

2014). They take an ‘open talent’ approach, which is based on recognising and developing 

young people’s talents and abilities (Mallett et al., 2014). The Education First Youth Foy-

ers ultimately aim to improve the lives and circumstances of homeless and vulnerable 
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youth who are having issues with transitioning to independent adulthood, and they 

achieve this through the provision of education and employment support, health and 

wellbeing support, social network and participation support, affordable accommodation 

for up to two years, and continued support once clients exit the foyer (Mallett et al., 2014). 

Similarly, the Foyer Oxford in Perth provides affordable accommodation, life skills train-

ing, help with finding long-term accommodation, as well as post-exit support with the 

aim of improving long-term outcomes for homeless youth (Foyer Oxford, n.d.). It also pro-

vides links to education and vocational training and supports clients in preparing for and 

finding sustainable employment. Foyer Oxford is open to homeless and vulnerable youth 

aged between 16 and 25, as well as young parents and their children. Like the Education 

First Youth Foyers, Foyer Oxford supports clients for up to two years. The Miller Live ‘N’ 

Learn Campus in Sydney takes a similar approach to addressing the needs of vulnerable 

youth (ACT Government, n.d.). It provides affordable accommodation, counselling, life 

skills programs, education and vocational training programs, and employment programs 

to disadvantaged youth with the aim of helping them develop life skills, networks, and 

self-esteem to facilitate a more positive transition to independence (Beer et al., 2005). 

Such holistic approaches are argued to help young people develop their skills and become 

more self-reliant, ultimately helping them to move out of homelessness for the long-term 

(Knight, 2012).  

 

The Co-ordination Model  

Similarly to the Foyer Model, the Co-ordination Model is based on the idea that housing 

is only one of the needs which must be addressed in order to help an individual move out 

of homelessness (Beer et al., 2005). This model aims at improving links between home-

lessness services and programs to provide clients with a more integrated platform of ser-

vices (Beer et al., 2005). One service which takes this approach is YP4, an initiative which 

was created to demonstrate that combining services helps youth achieve more sustaina-

ble employment and housing outcomes (Eardley & Bullen, 2011). This service works with 

unemployed, homeless youth aged between 18 and 35, and provides sustainable employ-

ment and housing outcomes for clients through the integration of services (Eardley & 

Bullen, 2011). YP4 provides clients with a single point of contact for up to two and a half 

years. Rather than providing a rigid, program-based service delivery, YP4 aims to provide 
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a more client-centred, flexible mode of delivery (Eardley & Bullen, 2011). Similarly, 

Frontyard youth service in Melbourne provides a client-centred service for youth aged 

between 12 and 25 who are homeless, at risk of homelessness, disengaged, or requiring 

support (Melbourne City Mission, 2014). It provides clients with integrated services to 

address a number of physical, social, and emotional needs, including access to doctors, 

dentists, legal advice, family mediation, and links to employment and education providers 

(Eardley & Bullen, 2011). As it links youth to a range of support services which they re-

quire to help forge pathways out of homelessness, it is able to meet a number of needs, 

ranging from crisis intervention to long-term support (Eardley & Bullen, 2011). This sug-

gests that services which are based on the Co-ordination Model are able to more effec-

tively address the needs of individuals who require access to a range of separate elements 

of the service sector (Beer et al., 2005). 

 

3. The Effectiveness of Current Service Models 

To date, there has been limited research focusing specifically on young parents who are 

homeless or at risk of becoming homeless, particularly in terms of evaluating the effec-

tiveness of the services available to them (Altena et al., 2010). However, existing Austral-

ian and international literature on services aimed at vulnerable young people in general 

is relatively extensive. There are a number of common themes in this literature. These 

include (i) barriers preventing vulnerable youth from seeking support services, (ii) prac-

tices which make the services successful, (iii) practices which prevent the services from 

being successful, (iv) outcomes after exiting support, and (v) the importance of education, 

employment, and training pathways. We discuss these in turn. 

 

Barriers to Seeking Support 

Despite being specifically designed to address the needs of youth who are homeless or at 

risk of homelessness, many service providers struggle to engage this group in the use of 

their services (Garrett et al., 2008). For example, a recent study by Garrett and colleagues 

(2008) examined how homeless youth make the decision to access the services available 

to them, particularly in terms of the factors that act as barriers and facilitators. The re-

sults showed that the decision to access (or not access) homelessness services was linked 
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to developing autonomy and identifying with street lifestyles (Garrett et al., 2008). Many 

youth felt that living on the street was preferable to living with their parents, as it pro-

vided them with autonomy and freed them from family rules and abusive relationships. 

As such, they often felt that the structure and rules imposed by homeless shelters were 

too restrictive (Garrett et al., 2008; Giullari & Shaw, 2005). In addition, factors such as a 

distrust of staff, unattainable expectations, unsafe environment, and a lack of services 

which align with their wants and needs have all been found to act as barriers which pre-

vent vulnerable youth from accessing services (Garrett et al., 2008; Peled et al., 2005).  

Concerning homeless mothers, research has found that they are often hesitant to seek 

support from shelters due to difficulties with following rules and trusting others (Scap-

paticci & Blay, 2009). These difficulties often arise as a result of difficult past experiences 

(Scappaticci & Blay, 2009). A lack of control over their own parenting is also an issue that 

many parents face when they stay in a shelter, as rules and decisions regarding everyday 

events such as bed or meal times are often made by the shelter (Swick, 2009). Further-

more, living in a shelter often turns parenting from a private experience into a public one, 

and can thus prevent parents from shielding their children from the harsh reality of their 

situation (Scappaticci & Blay, 2009). Overall, these barriers indicate some of the weak-

nesses of current approaches to service provision which must be addressed in order for 

them to better engage their target population. 

 

Effective Forms of Support 

While available support programs are often underutilised by youth who are homeless or 

at risk of homelessness, there are particular aspects of such programs which have been 

found to be helpful in keeping youth engaged and assisting them in moving out of home-

lessness (Garrett et al., 2008; Hennessy, Grant, Cook, & Meadows, 2005; Robinson & 

Baron, 2007). For example, a study by Taylor and colleagues (2012) investigated effective 

strategies to engage young parents in support services. The study involved a one-day 

workshop in Sydney which included both service staff and young mothers, and it found 

that strategies such as having supportive and approachable staff, having numerous ser-

vices available at the same place, providing childcare and education for parents, and be-

ing more inclusive of fathers helped encourage young parents to initiate and maintain 

engagement with support services (Taylor et al., 2012). Such ‘wraparound’ services 
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which focus on a number of needs at once have been shown to be effective in aiding vul-

nerable people enter the labour market and move out of homelessness (Marrone, 2005). 

Furthermore, homeless mothers have been found to value parenting programs which in-

volve time for discussion with other vulnerable parents, as these enable them to discover 

better approaches to meeting their family’s needs (Swick, 2009). Many parents also find 

one-on-one parenting support helpful, particularly when the frequency and intensity of 

the support provided is based on the specific needs of the parents (Anderson et al., 2006; 

Taylor et al., 2012). However, it must be noted that the voluntary nature of participation 

in such services is regarded as highly important for many vulnerable young parents, as it 

helps them maintain both their sense of autonomy and their ability to make their own 

decisions about their future (Taylor et al., 2012). 

 

Issues with Current Models 

The existing literature also makes a number of references to issues with current models 

which are preventing them from successfully addressing the needs of vulnerable youth 

and young parents (Anderson et al., 2006; McLaren, 2013). For example, a study by An-

derson and colleagues (2006) investigated a family support team which was created to 

respond to a range of social and health needs of homeless parents and children living in 

a hostel for homeless families. The study found that while most families found the hostel 

secure, the layout of the apartments proved to be an issue for some parents due to the 

inconvenience of living in a single room along with a young child (Anderson et al., 2006). 

The location of the hostel was also seen by some to be an issue, as it was located in an 

area that was perceived to be disadvantaged and dangerous, and was too far away from 

schools and relatives of the clients (Anderson et al., 2006). Similarly, a study by Martin 

and colleagues (2005) found that young parents were generally against models that in-

volved sharing accommodation with other young parents. Hostels in particular were seen 

as having a stigma attached to them and were considered to be impractical as they were 

unable to meet all of the parents’ needs and often forced them to live in very close quar-

ters with other parents (Martin, Sweeney, & Cooke, 2005). Additionally, some youth crit-

icise services for the length of time it takes to complete certain programs, as well as the 

types of people who are allowed to participate. For example, Robinson and Baron (2007) 

found that some of the youth who were participating in an education program resented 



10 

 

other participants who were not fully committed to the program as they would arrive late 

and be disruptive, thus hindering everyone else’s ability to learn (Robinson & Baron, 

2007). As such, it is clear that there are particular factors which must be considered when 

designing services for vulnerable youth, to provide them with more effective support and 

enable better outcomes. 

 

Outcomes after Accessing Support 

Research suggests that the outcomes of vulnerable youth can be influenced considerably 

by the support that they receive from homelessness services (Broadbent, 2008; Pollio, 

Thompson, Tobias, Reid, & Spitznagel, 2006; Sadler et al., 2007).  For example, Barber 

and colleagues (2005) conducted an American study into the outcomes of youth who ac-

cessed crisis services at a homeless shelter. The shelter provided a number of different 

services, including short-term housing, counselling, health care, and vocational support. 

At a three-month follow-up, the study found that 12% of the youth had spent at least one 

night on the street since leaving the service and 36% were employed. At a six-month fol-

low-up these numbers had improved, as only 8% of the youth had spent at least one night 

on the street in the previous three months and 38% had stable employment (Barber et 

al., 2005). This suggests that after leaving the service, outcomes continued to improve in 

the short-term. Furthermore, studies by Pollio and colleagues (2006) and McLaren 

(2013) of the short-term outcomes for individuals who accessed homelessness services 

found that clients who received post-discharge support achieved and maintained more 

positive outcomes compared to those who did not (Pollio et al., 2006). Overall, these find-

ings illustrate the interconnected nature of housing, employment, and social outcomes, 

and suggest that increased levels of post-discharge support are needed to facilitate the 

maintenance of positive outcomes. 

 

The Importance of Education, Employment and Training Pathways 

Education, employment, and training have also been found to be crucial components in 

helping youth make a sustainable transition out of homelessness (Boese & Boyle, 2006). 

For example, studies have shown that participating in education and training can help 
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vulnerable youth acquire and maintain secure accommodation, as there are strong rela-

tionships between building confidence, developing skills, gaining employment, and suc-

cessfully maintaining a stable independent living environment (McNeill, 2011). Further-

more, participating in education has been found to be particularly beneficial for young 

mothers, who tend to have fewer subsequent teenage pregnancies, better long-term fi-

nancial outcomes, and better social, behavioural, and academic outcomes for their chil-

dren when they remain engaged in education (Sadler et al., 2007). However, while many 

young people experiencing homelessness may want to participate in education, employ-

ment, or training, they often face multiple barriers which hinder their entry into the 

workforce and educational institutions (Stoten, 2014). These include personal barriers, 

such as a lack of skill, substance use, and poor mental health, and structural barriers, such 

as discrimination, poor training services, and bad employment advice (McNeill, 2011). 

This is problematic because unemployment has been linked to social isolation, a lack of 

confidence, lower self-esteem, and poor mental and physical health (Rose, Daiches, & Pot-

ier, 2012). Furthermore, young people not participating in education, employment, or 

training are at risk of experiencing social exclusion, including exclusion from education, 

recreation, and employment institutions (Rose et al., 2012). Social exclusion can often 

lead to negative outcomes, including limited educational attainment, substance use, anti-

social behaviour, and issues with mental health (Rose et al., 2012). Thus, it is important 

that youth who are at risk of experiencing or experience homelessness have access to 

adequate employment, education, and training services which meet their needs and can 

facilitate their long-term participation in the workforce. 

 

4. Gaps in the Literature 

While the existing literature has covered the services available to homeless youth fairly 

comprehensively, there are a number of gaps in knowledge. For example, there is a con-

siderable lack of follow-up studies which investigate the long-term accommodation, em-

ployment, and independence outcomes achieved by vulnerable youth after they exit 

homelessness services (Collins & Curtis, 2011). Furthermore, many of the existing studies 

are limited in that they only involve participants who have accessed homelessness sup-

port services at some point in their lives, and their views and experiences are likely to be 
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very different to those of vulnerable youth who have never been engaged in support ser-

vices (Kirk & Day, 2011; Martin et al., 2005; Tischler, 2008). Furthermore, while the lit-

erature investigates young vulnerable people and the services available to them in con-

siderable detail, there is much less research about the availability and effectiveness of 

services aimed specifically at vulnerable young parents. Young fathers in particular are 

largely excluded from the literature, which may be a result of the lack of services available 

to them. For example, many emergency accommodation services for mothers have rules 

which prevent their partners from visiting or staying overnight, which limits their ability 

to be involved as parents (Giullari & Shaw, 2005). Furthermore, fathers who access Spe-

cialist Homelessness Services without their children present often have their parental 

status ignored (Barker, Kolar, Mallett, McArthur, & Saunders, 2011). Overall, it is clear 

that more research is needed into the experiences and outcomes of young vulnerable 

mothers and fathers who access or require support services in order to better understand 

how to more effectively address their needs and improve their long-term outcomes. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Overall, the literature suggests that vulnerable young people and vulnerable young par-

ents often experience a number of interrelated issues for which they require support. 

Such issues may include a lack of independent living skills, financial instability, poor 

physical and mental health, low educational attainment, and a lack of training or employ-

ment opportunities. As such, it is important for support services to have the ability to 

address multiple issues at once in order to better help vulnerable youth to make a sus-

tainable transition out of homelessness (Marrone, 2005). Furthermore, support services 

tend to engage more youth and help them to achieve better outcomes when they are more 

flexible, easier to access, and are better tailored to individuals’ needs.   

These findings may have important implications for Australian policies for youth home-

lessness, particularly in light of the recent shift in policy focus from managing homeless-

ness to preventing homelessness (Parsell, Jones, & Head, 2013). The fact that many home-

less youth require assistance in multiple areas suggests that there is a need for service 

providers to increase their focus on the specific and individual needs of vulnerable young 

parents and provide them with increased ‘wraparound’ services to aid them in accessing 

the support they need. More effective communication and collaboration between service 
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providers, governments, and community organisations may prove beneficial in helping 

to better organise such ‘wraparound’ support programs and facilitate young people’s 

transitions to sustainable housing and employment. Finally, greater emphasis on service 

flexibility and ongoing support may help ensure that youth remain engaged in services 

and achieve better long-term outcomes. 

These changes to support services may help provide more vulnerable young parents with 

the opportunity to develop their independence in a safe environment where they can gain 

the skills that they need to successfully move out of homelessness and improve their out-

comes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



14 

 

References 
 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2012). Information paper – A statistical definition of 

homelessness. Canberra: Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2014). Information paper – Living arrangements of sec-

ondary school students. Canberra: Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
 
ACT Government. (n.d.). Modernising youth housing and homelessness services in the ACT: 

A look at the literature and best practice. Department of Disability, Housing and 
Community Services. 

 
Altena, A., Brilleslijper-Kater, S., & Wolf, J. (2010). Effective interventions for homeless 

youth: A systematic review. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 38(6), 637-
645. doi: 10.1016/j.amepre.2010.02.017 

 
Anderson, L., Stuttaford, M., & Vostanis, P. (2006). A family support service for homeless 

children and parents: User and staff perspectives. Child and Family Social Work, 
11(2), 119-127. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2206.2006.00399.x 

 
Australian Government. (2008). Which way home? A new approach to homelessness. Can-

berra: Australian Government. 
 
Australian Government. (2013). Reconnect operational guidelines 2013-2016. Depart-

ment of Social Services. 
 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2011). Australia’s welfare 2011. Canberra: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 
 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2013). Australia’s welfare 2013. Canberra: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 
 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2014). Specialist homelessness services 2013-

2014. Canberra: Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 
 
Barber, C., Fonagy, P., Fultz, J., Simulinas, M., & Yates, M. (2005). Homeless near a thou-

sand homes: Outcomes of homeless youth in a crisis shelter. American Journal of Or-
thopsychiatry, 75(3), 347-355. doi: 10.1037/0002-9432.75.3.347 

 
Barker, J., Kolar, V., Mallett, S., McArthur, M., & Saunders, V. (2011). More than just me: 

Supporting fathers who are homeless. Melbourne: Institute of Child Protection Stud-
ies, Australian Catholic University, Hanover Welfare Services and Melbourne City-
mission. 

 
Barker, J., Humphries, P., McArthur, M., & Thomson, L. (2012). Literature review: Effec-

tive interventions for working with young people who are homeless or at risk of home-
lessness. Dickson: Department of Families, Community Services and Indigenous Af-
fairs. 

 



15 

 

Barrett, S., & Cataldo, M. (2012). No vacancy: Melbourne City Mission’s best practice 
framework for youth refuge, including opportunities to improve youth refuges in Vic-
toria. Melbourne: Melbourne City Mission. 

 
Beer, A., Delfabbro, P., Oakley, S., Verity, F., Natalier, K., Packer, J., & Bass, A. (2005). De-

veloping models of good practice in meeting the needs of homeless young people in 
rural areas. Melbourne: Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute. 

 
Boese, M., & Boyle, L. (2006). JPET: A holistic approach to assisting youth facing social 

exclusion. PARITY, 19(4), 43-44. 
 
Broadbent, R. (2008). The real cost of linking homeless young people to employment, 

education and training. Youth Studies Australia, 27(3), 30-38. 
 
Button, E., & Baulderstone, J. (2012). Keeping off the streets: Effective models of interven-

tion with people who are sleeping rough – Service models in three states. Adelaide: 
National Homelessness Research Agenda. 

 
Clay, N., & Coffey, M. (2003). Breaking the jobless/homeless cycle: Foyers in the Austral-

ian context. Developing Practice: The Child, Youth and Family Work Journal, 7, 14-24. 
 
Collins, M., & Curtis, M. (2011). Conceptualizing housing careers for vulnerable youth: 

Implications for research and policy. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 81(3), 
390-400. doi: 10.1111/j.1939-0025.2011.01107.x 

 
Eardley, T., & Bullen, J. (2011). Integrating employment assistance and housing support 

for homeless people: A case study. Sydney: Social Policy Research Centre. 
 
Foyer Oxford. (n.d.). Foyer Oxford. Retrieved from http://oxfordfoyer.com.au/oxfor/ 
 
Garrett, S., Higa, D., Phares, M., Peterson, P., Wells, E., & Baer, J. (2008). Homeless youths’ 

perceptions of services and transitions to stable housing. Evaluation and Program 
Planning, 31(4), 436-444. doi:10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2008.04.012 

 
Giullari, S., & Shaw, M. (2005). Supporting or controlling? New Labour’s housing strat-

egy for teenage parents. Critical Social Policy, 25(3), 402-417. doi: 
10.1177/0261018305054078 

 
Hall, T. (2006). Out of work and house and home: Contested youth in an English home-

less hostel. Ethnos: Journal of Anthropology, 71(2), 143-163. doi: 
10.1080/00141840600733660 

 
Hampshire, A. (2010). Hearing directly from vulnerable young Australians. Mission Aus-

tralia. 
 
Hennessy, C., Grant, D., Cook, I., & Meadows, M. (2005). Young and homeless: An evalua-

tion of a resettlement service on Merseyside. International Journal of Consumer 
Studies, 29(2), 137-147. doi: 10.1111/j.1470-6431.2004.00432.x 

 



16 

 

Johnson, G., & Chamberlain, C. (2008). From youth to adult homelessness. The Austral-
ian Journal of Social Issues, 43(4), 563-582. 

 
Kirk, R., & Day, A. (2011). Increasing college access for youth aging out of foster care: 

Evaluation of a summer camp program for foster youth transitioning from high 
school to college. Children and Youth Services Review, 33(7), 1173-1180. doi: 
10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.02.018 

 
Knight, R. (2012). The housing and support needs of young mothers on the Gold Coast: 

Statistics and stories. Mudgeeraba: Lifehouse Project Inc. 
 
Mallett, S., James, S., McTiernan, N., & Buick, J. (2014). Education First Youth Foyer Prac-

tice Framework. Melbourne: Hanover Welfare Services and Brotherhood of St Lau-
rence. 

 
Marrone, J. (2005). Creating hope through employment for people who are homeless or 

in transitional housing. American Journal of Psychiatric Rehabilitation, 8(1), 13-35. 
doi: 10.1080/15487760590953939 

 
Martin, D., Sweeney, J., & Cooke, J. (2005). Views of teenage parents on their support 

housing needs. Community Practitioner, 78(11), 392-396. 
 
McLaren, H. (2013). Domestic violence, housing and employment: Workers’ perspec-

tives on employment assistance in supported accommodation. Australian Journal of 
Social Issues, 48(4), 415-433. 

 
McNeill, J. (2011). Employability pathways and perceptions of ‘work’ amongst single 

homeless and vulnerably housed people. Social Policy and Society, 10(4), 571-580. 
doi:10.1017/S1474746411000315 

 
Melbourne City Mission. (2014). Frontyard Youth Services. Retrieved from 

http://www.melbournecitymission.org.au/services/homelessness/young-people-
25-years/frontyard-youth-services   

 
National Youth Commission. (2008). Australia’s homeless youth: A report of the National 

Youth Commission Inquiry into Youth Homelessness. Brunswick: National Youth 
Commission. 

 
O’Toole, K., Dennis, J., Kilpatrick, S., & Farmer, J. (2010). From passive welfare to com-

munity governance: Youth NGOs in Australia and Scotland. Children and Youth Ser-
vices Review, 32(3), 430-436. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2009.10.016 

 
Parsell, C., Jones, A., & Head, B. (2013). Policies and programmes to end homelessness in 

Australia: Learning from international practice. International Journal of Social Wel-
fare, 22(2), 186-194. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2397.2012.00884.x 

 
Peled, E., Spiro, S., & Dekel, R. (2005). My home is not my castle: Follow-up of residents 

of shelters for homeless youth. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 22(3-4), 
257-279. doi: 10.1007/s10560-005-0011-z 



17 

 

 
Perlman, S., Willard, J., Herbers, J., Cutuli, J., & Eyrich Garg, K. (2014). Youth homeless-

ness: Prevalence and mental health correlates. Journal of the Society for Social Work 
and Research, 5(3), 361-377. doi: 10.1086/677757 

 
Pollio, D., Thompson, S., Tobias, L., Reid, D., & Spitznagel, E. (2006). Longitudinal out-

comes for youth receiving runaway/homeless shelter services. Journal of Youth Ad-
olescence, 35(5), 859-866. Doi: 10.1007/s10964-006-9098-6 

 
Rashid, S. (2004). Evaluating a transitional living program for homeless, former foster 

care youth. Research on Social Work Practice, 14(4), 240-248. doi: 
10.1177/1049731503257883 

 
Robinson, C. (2001). Working out of homelessness: The development of an innovative edu-

cation and employment program for homeless single men and women in Inner Syd-
ney. National Homelessness Strategy. 

 
Robinson, J. & Baron, S. (2007). Employment training for street youth: A viable option? 

Canadian Journal of Urban Research, 16(1), 33-57. 
 
Rose, H., Daiches, A., & Potier, J. (2012). Meaning of social inclusion to young people not 

in employment, education or training. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psy-
chology, 22(3), 256-268. doi: 10.1002/casp.1118 

 
Sadler, L., Swartz, M., Ryan-Krause, P., Seitz, V., Meadows-Oliver, M., Grey, M., & Clem-

mens, D. (2007). Promising outcomes in teen mothers enrolled in a school-based 
parent support program and child care centre. Journal of School Health, 77(3), 121-
130. 

 
Scappaticci, A., & Blay, S. (2009). Homeless teen mothers: Social and psychological as-

pects. Journal of Public Health, 17(1), 19-26. doi: 10.1007/s10389-008-0195-8 
 
Stoten, D. (2014). NEETs: A case study in addressing the issues relating to disengaged 

youth in East Cleveland. Education + Training, 56(5), 467-480. doi: 10.1108/ET-04-
2013-0055 

 
Swick, K. (2009). Strengthening homeless parents with young children through mean-

ingful parent education and support. Early Childhood Education Journal, 36(4), 327-
332. doi: 10.1007/s10643-008-0274-z 

 
Taylor, C., Mills, A., Schmied, V., Dahlen, H., Shuiringa, W., & Hudson, M. (2012). What 

works to engage young parents into services? Findings from an appreciative inquiry 
workshop. Contemporary Nurse, 42(2), 258-271. doi:10.5172/conu.2012.42.2.258 

 
Tischler, V. (2008). Resettlement and reintegration: Single mothers’ reflections after 

homelessness. Community, Work & Family, 11(3), 243-252. doi: 
10.1080/13668800802133628 


	Part 1
	Part 2

