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Editorial

Fostering robust debates on the polices and practices that can end homelessness
are central to the founding principles of the European Journal of Homelessness,
and we hope this latest edition of the Journal provides our diverse audience with
information and perspectives that can inform their practices and policy making.

A key topic of discussion over the past year has been the applicability of Housing
First in the member states of the European Union, and for those convinced of its
applicability, how to translate the principles of Housing First into practice, and in
particular, how significant fidelity to original New York model is in achieving successful
outcomes. The publication of the Housing First Europe report (Busch-Geertsema,
2013) in June and the hosting of a conference on this topic in Amsterdam in the same
month was a significant milestone in debating Housing First in Europe. A further
conference in September in Berlin on the topic of ‘Housing First. What’s Second?’
ensured that this critical dialogue was both maintained and expanded, whilst a third
Housing First conference in Lisbon, attracting some 200 delegates in early December
2013, demonstrated the on-going interest amongst service providers and policy
makers in policy and practice transfer. In addition a peer-review of the Danish
Housing First Homelessness Strategy was held in Copenhagen in November.

These on-going debates on the utility of Housing First models for the member states
of the European Union are judiciously reviewed by Pleace and Bretherton, who
conclude that the increasingly robust evidence on the effectiveness of Housing First
warrants widespread adoption across the EU. In Vol. 6(2) of the Journal, Maureen
Crane and colleagues suggested that preparation for housing was helpful in
sustaining tenancies and we include responses by Ingrid Sahlin, Ronni Michelle
Greenwood, Ana Stefanic, Jeremy Swain and Volker Busch Geertsema to allow for a
productive debate on the usefulness of preparing homeless people for housing in
temporary accommodation, rather than placing them directly in housing. Nicholas
Pleace and Deborah K. Padgett also respond to an earlier article in the Journal on
the importance of consumer choice in Housing First and to what degree this repre-
sents a strategic governmentalisation tactic to ensure personal responsibility. Both
Padgett and Pleace argue, with different emphases, that choice is important and can
bring significant benefits to homeless people, but that all service provision models
should be open to, and welcome constructive criticism.
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Certainly, the up-date on the Housing First based Danish Homelessness Strategy
by Lars Benjaminsen provides solid empirical evidence for the effectiveness of a
Housing First based approach to ending homelessness, and outlines a clear meth-
odology for measuring and evaluating the effectiveness of Housing First type
responses to homelessness. This review notes that while the overall extent of
homelessness increased in Demark between 2009 and 2012, this is attributed to
both macro-structural factors on the one hand, and practice provision on the other.
Significantly, the municipalities that utilised Housing First approaches to homeless-
ness showed only modest increases in general, compared to municipalities that
utilised ‘housing ready’ models of practice. Crucial to this process, is of course how
we define homelessness, and Kate Amore provides further sophisticated refine-
ments to the ETHOS typology in her latest contribution to the Journal. Defining
homelessness is not only an empirical project, but also a normative one, and the
debate generated by the ETHOS typology is an excellent example of the reflective
debates that are crucial to reaching a consensus on the definition and measure-
ment of homelessness.

While an increasing number of member states are adopting Housing First / Housing
Led policies, translating these, often national level, policies into practice, has
proven in some cases to be problematic for operational and financial reasons. In
her review of the Portuguese Homelessness Strategy, Isabel Baptista, traces the
evolution of the Strategy and the substantial implementation difficulties to-date.
Similarly, the O’Neill paper notes the difficulties of accessing sufficient good quality
accommodation units when attempting to deliver housing first policies in Northern
Ireland, as do Boroka Fehér and Ana Balogi in relation to Budapest. This is an
emerging important topic of research, where detailed case studies of progress and
blockages in implementing Housing First / Housing Led policies are required for
policy learning and implementation practice.

Despite the progress made across the member states in adopting inclusive policies
for homeless people, as Rita Bence and Tessza Udvarahelyi outline, policies of
social exclusion utilising repressive criminal justice policies are also evident, as
demonstrated in the case study of Hungary, where despite vigorous and compelling
domestic and international opposition, it is now a criminal offence to live in public
spaces across Hungary. Homeless people rough sleeping can now be fined, and if
convicted twice within a six-month period, may be committed to jail. This blatant
policy of repression is fortunately relatively rare across member states (for a recent
overview, see Fernandez Evengelista and Jones, 2013), but the thoughtful responses
from Don Mitchell, Steve Gaetz, Marie-Eve Sylvestre, Evelyn Dyb, Joe Doherty and
Jurgen van Mahs to an article by Eoin O’Sullivan is Vol 7(1) of the Journal on this
topic shows that a range of more subtle and invidious mechanisms of repression
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are also evident. Such subtle policies can include regulations on having a ‘local
connection’ to access to homelessness services as shown by Michel Planijie and
Mathijus Tuynman in their case study of the Netherlands.

The implementation of repressive policies for homeless people in Hungary is largely
domestic in origin, although some cite the broader trans-national influence of neo-
liberalism, but what is happening in Greece, as outlined by Olga Theodorikaakou,
Alexandra Aalamanou and Kyriakos Katsadoros is largely driven by external actors.
The impact of the ‘austerity measures’ imposed on the Greek population in
producing a new generation of homeless people is a timely reminder of the struc-
tural basis for much contemporary homelessness. When social safety nets
disappear, immiserization, marginalisation and homelessness will result. Policies
that promote active inclusion rather than criminalisation and exclusion achieve
more sustainable and ultimately just outcomes, as demonstrated by Simon Giintner
and Jamie Harding in their comparison of active inclusion measures in Newcastle
in England and Hamburg in Germany.

The degree to which an enhanced role for the European Commission would
strengthen evidence based solutions to homelessness and promote inclusionary
policy instruments is dealt with by Liz Gosme in her article on the ‘Europeanisation’
of homelessness policies. She argues that tackling homelessness is now an inte-
grated part of social inclusion agenda at an EU level, and that a number of countries,
far from complaining of EU interference in social policy matters, are calling on the
EU to support national governments in their efforts to address social issues such
as homelessness. Achieving progress on homelessness across the European
Union was the basis for hosting a meeting of Ministers with responsibility for home-
lessness, under the auspices of the Irish Presidency, in the Irish College in Leuven
in March. Aidan Culhane and Niamh Randall provide a unique insight into both the
process of achieving consensus amongst diverse member states, and the tangible
outcomes of the meeting in agreeing key principles in such areas as knowledge
sharing, funding, research and innovation and advice.

One of the difficulties in achieving an EU consensus on the most appropriate and
effective policies to end homelessness, is that different member states are at
varying levels in terms of their knowledge of the nature and extent of homelessness
and their policy evolution. For some member states, ensuring that large numbers
of people are not required to sleep on the streets drives very practical responses
to homelessness, often in the from of large scale congregate facilities. For other
member states, the policy priority is how to close such congregate facilities. To
assist the development of knowledge on the extent and nature of homelessness in
member states with a limited tradition of research, the Journal has sought to provide



18 European Journal of Homelessness _ Volume 7, No. 2, December 2013
AR RN

a review of research, policies and practices in such member states, and in this
edition Mina Petrovi¢ and Milena Timotijevi¢ profile homelessness in Serbia and
Morena Sostarié profiles homelessness in Croatia.

The next edition of the European Journal of Homelessness will publish select
papers from the Annual Research Conference on Homelessness in Europe, which
has held in the Alice Salomon Hochschule in Berlin. We hope that you find the mix
of original research papers, policy review, think pieces, response pieces, and book
reviews of interest, and that this eclectic mixture offers thoughtful and stimulating
contributions to advance effective responses to ending homelessness.
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The Case for Housing First
in the European Union: A Critical
Fvaluation of Concerns about Effectiveness

Nicholas Pleace and Joanne Bretherton

Centre for Housing Policy, University of York, England
and the European Observatory on Homelessness
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> Abstract_ Housing First is now central to strategic responses to homeless-
ness across much of the North of the European Union and is also being piloted
in other member states. Concerns exist that a lack of ‘fidelity’, i.e. model drift
away from the original New York Pathways to Housing approach may undermine
the effectiveness of European ‘Housing First’ services. There are also some
concerns that Housing First is being ‘sold’ to policymakers via a selective use
of evidence that makes it appear more effective than is actually the case. This
article suggests a typology of Housing First services as a framework within
which to test concerns about fidelity and the strength of the evidence base.
The article concludes that services that follow the broad operational principles
of a Housing First approach are highly effective in a range of national contexts.
While there are some gaps in evidence, particularly in relation to single-site
models of Housing First, very high fidelity to the original Pathways to Housing
approach does not appear to be necessary to end chronic homelessness at
high rates. Equally, while there are some other limitations in the evidence base
for Housing First that should be addressed, centred on what happens to
chronically homeless people following re-housing, research and policy
attention should also focus on the potential of the Housing First philosophy to
significantly reduce chronic homelessness across the European Union.

> Keywords_ Housing First, chronic homelessness, fidelity, policy transfer
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Introduction

Housing First provides immediate or near-immediate re-housing without any
requirement that high need, chronically homeless people, show themselves to be
‘housing ready’ before they are re-housed. Support to sustain their housing and
improve their health, well-being and social integration is provided to service users
in their own home, and use of that support is something over which service users
exercise considerable choice and control (Tsemberis, 2010a). Two sets of concerns
have emerged as the influence of the Housing First approach has increased.

The first is that the Housing First concept has lost ‘fidelity’, and that a wide range
of services calling themselves ‘Housing First’, that only partially reflect the original
New York Pathways to Housing approach, have appeared across America and
across the European Union (EU) (Pleace, 2012; Busch-Geertsema, 2013; Nelson et
al, 2014; Watson et al, 2013). For advocates of Housing First, the concern is that the
original model has become ‘lost’ and that many diluted and distorted versions of
‘Housing First’ are being produced that may be less effective than the original
Pathways to Housing model (Tsemberis, 2011; Pleace and Bretherton, 2013a).

The second set of concerns, which are again found in both the EU and America, is
that Housing First is less effective than it is being made to appear. These arguments
centre on the idea that the evidence base being used to promote Housing First is
restricted, or selective, and that other, actually better evidenced homelessness
services, are in danger of being replaced primarily as a result of the effective
‘marketing’ of Housing First (Rosenheck, 2010; Stanhope and Dunn, 2011). There
are also concerns about the strength and completeness of the evidence base,
centred on the robustness of the evidence and what some regard as some unan-
swered questions about Housing First (McNaughton-Nicholls and Atherton, 2011;
Pleace, 2011; Johnson et al, 2012).

This paper proposes a typology of Housing First as a framework to help test both
these two concerns. The paper first explores the issues around model drift and the
evidence base in more detalil, then proposes a typology and then uses that typology
to explore the validity of the concerns about using Housing First in the EU.

Model Drift in Housing First

Housing First can appear like a textbook example of model drift. Most ‘Housing
First’ services do not reflect the detailed operation of the original New York
Pathways to Housing model, both within America and within the EU (Pearson et al,
2009; Busch-Geertsema, 2013). Low ‘fidelity’ with the original Pathways to Housing
model is a potential concern in three respects. First, the successes of Housing First
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were initially achieved with a specific approach, drifting away from that approach,
either by diluting it or distorting it, risks a lessening of effectiveness (Tsemberis,
2011; Pleace and Bretherton, 2013a; Stefancic et al, 2013; Nelson et al, 2014;
Watson et al, 2013). Second, if various versions of Housing First emerge, some of
which fail because they have low fidelity with the Pathways to Housing approach,
the success of the ‘Housing First’ service model will be questioned, not because
the original model failed, but because low fidelity versions of Housing First failed
(Stefancic et al, 2013). Third, from a strategic and policy implementation perspec-
tive, it has to be clear what is meant by ‘Housing First’ (Pleace, 2011). If effective
Housing First strategies are to be implemented, there needs to be a consistent,
definable, service model around which to plan, and it has been argued that details
of exactly how Housing First works are absent from some of the evidence base
(Tabol et al, 2009).

In New York, Pathways to Housing has developed a ‘fidelity checklist’ which is
intended to ensure that new Housing First developments in America follow the
structure of the original model. In 2010, a 244-page manual describing the Pathways
model was published (Tsemberis, 2010b). Pathways to Housing is also undertaking
research and evaluation that seeks to prove that closer fidelity to the Pathways
Housing First (PHF) model is associated with better service outcomes for Housing
First projects (Stefancic et al, 2013). In addition, Pathways to Housing provides
training and consulting services, including project visits to ‘test’ fidelity with the
original model.

Concerns about fidelity to the original model are multiple, but can be explored
through two main examples. The first is ‘dilution’ of the concept, which effectively
means services that call themselves ‘Housing First’ but which do not offer the
extent, duration or intensity of support offered by the original Pathways to Housing
model. A key concern is the replacement of existing, relatively expensive, home-
lessness services with supposedly ‘superior’ Housing First approaches that are, in
fact, limited, low intensity, low cost services with only limited fidelity to the original
Pathways to Housing model (Pleace and Bretherton, 2013a). The second concern
is around modification of the original Pathways to Housing model, which ‘distorts’
that model and thereby undermines effectiveness (Nelson et al, 2014; Watson et al,
2013). The most significant debate about modification of the original Housing First
approach at present is that which centres on the merits and demerits of ‘scattered’
and ‘single-site’ versions of Housing First (Tsemberis, 2011).
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The Evidence Base for Housing First

Housing First has some severe critics, who doubt the strength and also validity and
trustworthiness of the evidence base. Part of this criticism centres on the idea that
Housing First is a package that is being very effectively ‘marketed’ in a politically
palatable form, using a combination of carefully selected evidence and, also,
selective targeting on specific groups of homeless people to deliver what appear
to be spectacularly positive outcomes (Kertesz et al, 2009; Rosenheck, 2010;
Stanhope and Dunn, 2011; Edens et al, 2011; Groton, 2013).

Allegations of research bias centre on Sam Tsemberis, the original founder of
Housing First, being involved in writing a significant amount of the research, which
was focused on the original Pathways to Housing service. There is also a group of
American academics, who routinely publish with Tsemberis, who collectively
account for a considerable amount of what has been published about Housing First
in America (Groton, 2013).

The alleged skewing of research centres on arguments that Housing First targets
groups of chronically homeless people that will enhance apparent rates of success.
It has been claimed that Housing First services avoid engaging with the very highest
need groups, for example avoiding chronically homeless people with the most
severely problematic drug and alcohol use, effectively ‘cherry picking’ lower need
service users who will tend to have better outcomes (Kertesz et al, 2009).

Another dimension to these criticisms is that Housing First actually achieves ‘less’
than staircase or linear residential treatment services. The argument here is that
Housing First has more restricted goals, whereas a staircase service, when
successful, produces a sober, treatment compliant, ‘housing-ready’ individual,
Housing First delivers ‘only’ housing sustainment. According to these arguments,
the goals of Housing First are lower than for staircase services, meaning that like
is not being compared with like (Kertesz et al, 2009; Stanhope and Dunn, 2011).

Other criticism of the quality of the evidence base for Housing First centres on the
extent and quality of evidence showing that Housing First delivers gains in social
integration, health and well-being and generates cost savings, after ending chronic
homelessness (Edens et al, 2011; Kertesz et al, 2009; Lipton et al, 2000; McNaughton-
Nicolls and Atherton, 2011; Johnson et al, 2012; Tabol et al, 2009; Tsai et al, 2010).

Questions have also been raised about the extent to which Housing First can
generate cost offsets, i.e. reducing costs for other services such as emergency
medical services, homeless shelters and the criminal justice system. Although there
can be savings, some research suggests Housing First services are significantly
more cost effective than a staircase approach in reducing chronic homelessness,
but do not necessarily actually save substantial amounts of money (Culhane, 2008;



Articles 25
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

Kertesz and Weiner, 2009; Rosenheck, 2010; Poulin et al, 2011). It has been argued
that Housing First, by engaging with chronically homeless people with severe
mental illness, has produced impressive seeming cost offsets just by delivering
housing sustainment in ordinary housing. Keeping service users sustainably
housed in ordinary apartments was often a much cheaper option than the alterna-
tive would be if they were not in apartments, i.e. emergency accommodation,
hospital or prison. Yet not all homeless people would be likely to be in hospital,
prison or other high cost environments if they were not housed in an apartment.
Cost savings from Housing First were evident for chronically homeless people, yet
those savings might not be there to the same extent, or even appear at all, for other
groups of homeless people with lower needs (Rosenheck, 2010).

These arguments assert that Housing First is advancing further and faster than it
should, in America, Europe and elsewhere. There are also concerns that Housing
First is eclipsing earlier models, including the linear residential treatment or
staircase approach, that some view as actually better evidenced, more proven
service responses, to chronic homelessness (Kertesz et al, 2009).

A Housing First Typology

One way in which to test the existing concerns about model drift and the evidence
base is to develop a Housing First typology. Building a typology provides a
framework within which to assess the extent and meaning of model drift, and also
allows exploration of the merits and demerits of the various manifestations of
Housing First. The fidelity checklist and Housing First manual produced by
Pathways to Housing would seem the logical place to start in building a typology
(Tsemberis, 2010b). However, there is a difficulty in using the fidelity checklist and
the detailed description of the Pathways to Housing approach as the main reference
point for an internationally employable typology of Housing First. The difficulty is
essentially that Pathways to Housing is American. Johnson et al (2012, pp.2-3) note
the following about using Housing First services in Australia and the same argument
applies equally in relation to the EU:

Housing First programs in Australia (and elsewhere) draw on operational princi-
ples and are delivered under conditions that differ to the Pathways to Housing
program. The existence of ‘program drift’ here and abroad reminds us that no
Australian Housing First program can or should be an exact replica of the original
Pathways to Housing program.
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Detailed replication of the original Pathways to Housing model is not possible
across different cultures and welfare regimes. Variations in context and resources
always have to be allowed for. Contextual differences mean that Pathways to
Housing itself operates slightly differently in Washington D.C. (Tsemberis et al,
2012), Vermont and New York (Tsemberis, 2010b).

Any Housing First typology therefore has to be relatively broad if it is to be a
practical framework for defining and comparing Housing First services at interna-
tional level. One way around inevitable differences in detailed operation, which
mean, for example, that a European Housing First model will always differ from the
Pathways to Housing model in at least some details of operation, is to move away
from a comparison point that is based on exact replication. A broader typology,
based on core operational characteristics and philosophy may then, at least theo-
retically, be developed (Pleace, 2012).

Defining Housing First

There is evidence that Canadian, Danish, Dutch, Finnish, French, Portuguese and
British Housing First services all share core operational characteristics and a
philosophy with the Pathways to Housing model (Goering et al, 2012; Busch-
Geertsema, 2013; Tainio and Fredriksson, 2009; Kaakinen, 2012; DIHAL 2012;
Pleace and Bretherton, 2013b). The core service delivery and philosophy of all these
Housing First services includes:

e Housing and services are ‘separated’. Accessing and staying in housing is not
conditional on treatment compliance. Housing is not ‘earned’; it is a ‘right’.
Housing is self-contained and there is security of tenure.

e Choice is respected and is extensively exercised by service users. There is no
requirement for treatment compliance and no requirement for abstinence from
drugs and alcohol to access housing, or to remain within housing. Service
users help plan their own support. The main goal of Housing First is to lessen
risks to housing sustainment and social integration, centred on poor mental
and physical health and a lack of social inclusion, by giving service users a
sense of ontological security, centred on maximising their capacity to live a
‘normal’ life in their own home.

e Support is intensive, with a high staff to service user ratio and frequent contact
between staff and service users. Housing is combined with support services
focusing on mental and physical health, problematic drug and alcohol use and
sometimes also on education, employment, recreation and interpersonal skills.
Both direct provision of health and support services through an assertive
community treatment (ACT) team and/or indirect provision of required health
and support through intensive case management (ICM) can be used.
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e Service users require intensive support because they are chronically homeless.
This means they have recurrent and/or sustained experience of living rough
(street homelessness) and/or sustained or recurrent stays in emergency and
other dedicated ‘homeless’ temporary supported accommodation for short-
term use or which is a part of a staircase system. Service users have high rates
of severe mental iliness, poor physical health, problematic drug and alcohol use
and may also exhibit low-level criminality and nuisance behaviour.

* A harm reduction approach is used. Housing First services assume that ending
problematic drug and alcohol use can be a long and complex process. The
priority is to minimise damage to well-being.

e Support is open-ended and flexible, there is no requirement placed on service users
to achieve specific goals and support is not confined to a fixed period of time.

Importantly, all the Housing First services that exhibit these characteristics report
similar levels of success in ending chronic homelessness. Rates of housing sustain-
ment are high, often in excess of 80 per cent of service users, across the various
Housing First services with these characteristics working in different countries
(Pleace, 2012; Busch-Geertsema, 2013).

Different types of Housing First services

Housing First services must have the characteristics listed above. To be an example
of Housing First a service must:

e enable choice

e provide intensive support (using ACT/ICM),

* be targeted on chronically homeless people

e use a harm reduction framework

e have open-ended, not time restricted, access to support services.

e Separate housing and care, i.e. access to, and retention of, housing is not condi-
tional on treatment compliance.

The original Pathways model is a scattered site approach, using mobile support
teams to support people in ordinary housing in ordinary neighbourhoods and
systematically avoiding placing service users next to each other. It is ‘Housing First’
because it directly places people in ordinary housing and then begins providing
support centred on resettlement, reintegration and housing sustainment. However,
single-site ‘Housing First’ services also exist. This involves building new, purpose-
built apartment blocks, or the remodelling of an existing communal homelessness
service, such as an emergency shelter or hostel, into self-contained apartments.
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This model is widely used in Finland and is also employed in America (Tainio and
Fredriksson, 2009; Kaakinen, 2012; Pearson et al, 2009; Larimer et al, 2009; Collins
et al, 2012a; Collins et al 2012b)

In early 2012, one of the authors suggested that Housing First services, with these
core characteristics, could exist in three basic forms. These were the Pathways
model itself, Pathways Housing First (PHF) and also single-site Communal Housing
First (CHF) using communal or congregate apartments, and finally as ‘Housing First
Light’ (HFL) services. The HFL category included services that used ICM, but did
not directly provide care, health and drug and alcohol services through an ACT
team. As a category, HFL was meant to cover what was essentially the spectrum
of Housing First services without ACT teams (Pleace, 2012).

This typology was sometimes used as a means of describing the range of Housing
First service models (Kaakinen, 2012; O’Sullivan, 2012). However, significant
criticism was also levelled at this typology. It was argued that the HFL category, in
using the term ‘light’, strongly implied what was being referred to was a (much)
lower intensity service model than Housing First actually delivered. This meant that
the HFL category sounded like it included services that were too low in intensity to
be regarded as Housing First, whereas it actually referred to Housing First ICM
services, which are a relatively intensive service. (Busch-Geertsema, 2013).

With hindsight, it is clear that the HFL category lacked precision and was not clearly
labelled. An alternative typology is therefore required. Reviewing the current
evidence base, not all of which was available in 2012, the following broad typology
of Housing First services is suggested:

e Scattered Housing First (SHF) includes services following the operating princi-
ples of Housing First defined above. These forms of Housing First are, delivered
by mobile support teams to people in scattered, ordinary housing.

e Communal Housing First (CHF) includes single site services following the
operating principles of Housing First, in which people live in a cluster of
communal or congregate housing.

A single-site Housing First service could have far more in common with the original
Pathways to Housing model than it does with a staircase service, if it follows the
core operational principles of a Housing First service defined above (Pleace, 2012).
The potential extent of philosophical and operational overlap between communal
and scattered Housing First services arguably makes it difficult to not regard CHF
services as being a form of ‘Housing First’ (Kaakinen, 2012; Pleace, 2012).
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However, the difference in the housing employed by SHF and CHF models is of
sufficient potential importance that to regard SHF and CHF as essentially the same
may not be logical. The original Pathways to Housing model is centred on choice,
including choice about where to live, and also, importantly, on ‘normalisation’ and
generating ontological security, i.e. the idea of bringing chronically homeless
people back into society through supporting them to have an ordinary community
life, in ordinary housing, surrounded by ordinary neighbours (Padgett, 2007;
Tsemberis, 2010a). Pursuing these goals through a CHF model may raise potential
challenges, because service users are living in congregate, physically separated,
dedicated blocks of apartments not as the neighbours of other ordinary citizens in
ordinary apartments (Tsemberis, 2011). This point is revisited below.

Lower intensity services that follow some, or several, of the broad principles of
Housing First, but which offer only low intensity support, are not forms of Housing
First. Here, the suggestion made by the jury of the 2010 European Consensus
Conference on Homelessness (ECCH), to differentiate between Housing First and
other ‘Housing Led’ services is useful (ECCH, 2011). The jury advanced the idea
that ‘Housing First’ refers to services close to the original Pathways to Housing
model and that other, related, service models that broadly reflect the Housing First
approach should be referred to as ‘housing-led’ (ECCH, 2011, p.14).

The term ‘housing-led’ can describe low intensity services, that mirror Housing First
in a broad sense, but which do not provide support services of sufficient intensity,
range or duration to be regarded as Housing First. Equally, lower intensity services
targeted on lower need groups of homeless people, who are not chronically
homeless, would fall into this broad category. Housing-led services, providing low
intensity support with housing sustainment to homeless people, can be found in
the USA (Caton et al, 2007; Goldfinger et al, 1999; Hickert and Taylor, 2011; Tabol
et al, 2009) and the EU and Canada (Pleace, 1997; Franklin, 1999; Pleace and
Quilgars, 2003; Busch-Geertsema, 2005; Bowpitt and Harding, 2008; Lomax and
Netto, 2008; Waegemakers-Schiff and Rook, 2012). Some evidence suggests that
lower intensity housing-led services, which broadly reflect a Housing First
approach, are more effective in ending homelessness than institutional service
models designed to make homeless people ‘housing ready’ (Pleace, 2011).

The definition of Housing First suggested in this paper broadly parallels the US
Federal Government operational definition of ‘Housing First’, which also defines
Housing First as services employing a shared, core philosophy (USICH, 2010). In
his recent overview of the Housing First Europe research programme, Busch-
Geertsema also argues that the organisation of support can vary and that it is
adherence to a core philosophy that defines what is ‘Housing First’ (2013, p.19).
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Revisiting Concerns About Model Drift and the Evidence Base

Model drift

It can be shown, using the typology suggested above, that Housing First services
exist in coherent, definable and directly comparable forms across Canada, America
and the EU. Housing First cannot be reduced to a collection of diverse, unrelated
services that all happen to be called the same thing. Housing First exists as a
sector, of services following the same operational principles that end chronic home-
lessness at very high and also very similar rates (Pearson et al, 2007; Pearson et al,
2009; Goering et al, 2012; Pleace, 2012; Busch-Geertsema, 2013).

While the evidence supports the idea of Housing First services as a coherent whole,
it also somewhat undermines arguments that very close fidelity with the original
Pathways to Housing model is always necessary to achieve success (Tsemberis,
2011; Stefancic et al 2013; 4et al, 2013). Philosophical consistency and broad opera-
tional similarity seems to be required, but the evidence base suggests that the
detail of Housing First service operation can differ from the original Pathways to
Housing model, without there necessarily being any detrimental effects on perfor-
mance in ending chronic homelessness. In practical terms, this means Housing
First services, while sharing a core philosophy and operating principles, can exist
at different scales, with different service mixes and all achieve high rates of success
(Pleace, 2012; Busch-Geertsema, 2013).

Having said this, there are also some indications that a gap exists within the
evidence base with respect to single-site (CHF) and scattered Housing First (SHF)
services. This may be important, as while CHF and SHF services differ in only one
key respect, i.e. using single-site or scattered housing, that difference is increas-
ingly viewed as important. Concerns have been expressed that CHF services can
be difficult to manage, and sometimes to live in, because they communally house
groups of formerly chronically homeless people with high rates of severe mental
illness and problematic drug and alcohol use. The concerns that normalisation and
ontological security, which are core goals of the Pathways to Housing model, are
arguably more difficult to achieve if people are ‘separated’ from the surrounding
neighbourhood, in the sense of living in a visibly different form of accommodation,
as they are in CHF services, have already been noted. People using CHF also may
have no choice where to live, which again potentially undermines the emphasis on
choice and control within SHF models. There are also some indications that
outcomes for single-site (CHF) Housing First services may be more variable, or are
sometimes poorer, than for scattered Housing First models (SHF) (Kettunen and
Granfelt, 2011; Tsemberis, 2011; Kettunen, 2012; Johnson et al, 2012; Busch-
Geertsema, 2013; Benjaminsen, 2013).
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Against this, there are those who see advantages in single-site CHF approaches,
such as being surrounded by peers with shared experiences who can provide
social support, against risking being socially isolated in an ordinary apartment, and
also logistical advantages in service delivery to a single site. There is also, it has
been argued, the potential to productively re-use a mass of homelessness service
‘real estate’ by converting emergency shelters and hostels into CHF provision,
quickly and affordably providing apartments to chronically homeless people with
an attached ‘Housing First’ service. Success in reducing problematic alcohol
consumption has been reported for CHF services in America (Larimer et al, 2009;
Collins et al, 2012a; Collins et al, 2012b; Jost et al, 2011; Kaakinen, 2012).

It can therefore be argued that while Housing First clearly exists as a coherent sector,
there is not yet enough data available to fully test those differences in operation that
do exist. Alongside the need for more data on the relative merits and demerits of CHF
and SHF models, other operational differences, for example comparing models
offering ACT and ICM with those offering only ICM or only ACT services, also need
to be more fully explored. Housing First is a strategically coherent and comparable
whole, but understanding more about how differences in detailed operation may
influence service outcomes nevertheless remains important.

The typology of Housing First proposed in this paper can also serve as a means by
which to filter out services that are not examples of Housing First, helping to clearly
frame a discussion of the extent and nature of model drift. Any service within any
form of staircase, i.e. which has requirements and expectations to follow a strictly
enforced, timetabled programme of behavioural modification towards ‘housing
readiness’ cannot be regarded as a form of Housing First. Mobile support services
that directly place service users in ordinary housing, but which seek treatment
compliance or abstinence are also not ‘Housing First’ and nor are mobile support
services that follow someone out of a staircase project, or which act as the final
‘step’ of a staircase service, a form of Housing First. Critical Time Intervention (CTI)
should also not be regarded as Housing First because it is time limited and has an
emphasis on structured behavioural modification that reflects the staircase model.
Lastly, while aspects of their operation may reflect Housing First, Housing Led
Services, because they are low intensity services working with a range of homeless
people, including those with lower needs, are also not a form of Housing First.

Testing the evidence base

As noted, research on Housing First is finding consistent success for Housing First
services in terms of ending chronic homelessness across a range of countries,
including several EU member states (Goering et al, 2012; Busch-Geertsema, 2012;
Pleace and Bretherton, 2013b). Arguing that Housing First only ‘appears’ to work
in America because it is targeting specific groups, or making selective use of
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evidence, becomes much more difficult when, for example, French or Danish
Housing First services, working in radically different contexts, achieve very similar
results to those reported in America (DIHAL, 2012; Benjaminsen, 2013). Housing
First in Denmark, the Netherlands, Canada and elsewhere ends chronic homeless-
ness for 80 per cent or more of service users, very similar to the levels of success
reported in America (Pleace, 2012; Goering et al, 2012; Benjaminsen, 2013; Busch-
Geertsema, 2013; Wewerinke et al, 2013).

The argument that Housing First achieves ‘less’, because it does not deliver ‘housing
readiness’ to the extent a staircase model does, is equally difficult to sustain. The
review of evidence that informed the typology proposed in this paper clearly shows
that Housing First services do seek to deliver improvements in health, well-being and
socioeconomic integration. Suggesting that comparing Housing First and staircase
services, in terms of their ultimate objectives, is not comparing ‘like with like’, is
incorrect. Indeed it has been pointed out elsewhere that Housing First has some
broad goals in common with staircase services with respect to social integration,
health and well-being, even though the methods employed are very different (Hansen
Léfstrand and Juhila, 2012). Consideration also still has to be given to the significantly
lower effectiveness of staircase services in ending chronic homelessness. The
evidence raising ethical concerns about how some staircase services treat chroni-
cally homeless people as deliberately ‘deviant’ individuals whose behaviour is in need
of ‘correction’ should also continue to be born in mind (Dordick, 2002; Sahlin, 2005;
Busch-Geertsema and Sahlin, 2007; Pleace, 2008).

There is evidence of positive outcomes from Housing First in terms of health, well-
being and socioeconomic integration (Gulcur et al, 2003; Yanos et al, 2004;
Greenwood et al, 2005; Padgett et al, 2006; Padgett, 2007; Gilmer et al, 2010;
Tsemberis, 2010a; Pleace and Quilgars, 2003). However, there is also evidence of
Housing First services achieving mixed outcomes in these areas (Pearson et al,
2007; Johnson et al, 2012; Busch-Geertsema, 2013), which does suggest scope for
some additional research looking more closely at these outcomes (McNaughton-
Nicholls and Atherton, 2011; Pleace and Quilgars, 2003).

In addition, some of the assumptions built into some American Housing First
models require some further testing in a European context. One example from the
Pathways to Housing model is an assumption that weekly visits and sub-tenancy
agreements (meaning that service users hold a sub-lease while Pathways to
Housing holds the full tenancy) are necessary to ensure housing sustainment
(Tsemberis, 2010b; Hansen Lofstrand and Juhila, 2012). European Housing First
services are in operation that immediately give a full tenancy to a service user and
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also give them total control over contact with support services, seemingly without
negative effects on housing outcomes (Busch-Geertsema, 2013; Pleace and
Bretherton, 2013b).

One final issue is the criticism centred on the robustness of the evidence base for
Housing First. From a clinical evaluation standpoint, it has been argued that there
is no robust research at all on any form of housing related service intervention for
people with mental health problems, homeless or otherwise (Chilvers et al, 2009)
because a truly robust experimental evaluation (randomised control trial) has not
been conducted. Yet this is not the view of Federal Government in America which
regards Housing First as being evidence-based (USICH, 2010). While debates
about the robustness of evidence will continue (Tabol et al, 2009), concerns
expressed that involvement of advocates of Housing First in research can also be
countered by the argument that much of what has been published by those authors
has been subject to academic peer review (Pleace, 2012).

The Case for Housing First in Europe

Housing First is not presented by advocates of the approach as a panacea for
chronic homelessness, nor as being a complete solution to meeting all the support
needs or socioeconomic marginalisation that can accompany experiences of
recurrent and sustained homelessness (Tsemberis, 2012). No homelessness
service can be realistically be expected to consistently deliver a solution to all the
consequences of homelessness (Busch-Geertsema, 2012). Poverty, poor health,
limited opportunities and other problems may sometimes remain, but chronic
homelessness - the unique distress of often highly vulnerable people being without
any settled accommodation on a recurrent or sustained basis - is often ended by
Housing First. As Padgett (2007, p.1934) notes:

Having a ‘home’ may not guarantee recovery in the future, but it does afford a
stable platform for re-creating a less stigmatized, normalized life in the present.

Housing First has become influential at EU level (ECCH, 2011; European Commission,
2013), just as it has in America (USICH, 2010). However, choice, which underpins
Housing First, is something that always needs to be borne in mind. This is not just
in terms of Housing First itself. For example, a choice-led response to homeless-
ness would allow chronically homeless people to choose service options other than
Housing First that may suit them better (Pleace and Bretherton, 2013a). Alongside
this, using Housing First as a core strategy in the Europe Union should not mean
that it ‘replaces’ all other services, as a mix of approaches, of which Housing First
is one part, may be required at strategic level (Rosenheck, 2010; Pleace, 2011).
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The current evidence base suggests that Housing First is scalable. Services which
follow the core philosophy and operational principles of Housing First appear to
achieve similarly high levels of effectiveness in ending chronic homelessness. This
is important in the context of the EU, because it makes Housing First potentially
adaptable to different contexts. Within the EU, responses to homelessness can
range from a small number of basic emergency shelters run by voluntary and faith-
based organisations, through to what are the most coordinated, well-funded and
comprehensive homelessness service networks found anywhere in the world. To
at least some extent, it looks like Housing First can sometimes be scaled to suit
these different environments.

Lower and higher cost variants of Housing First can be developed, reflecting the
resources that are available, allowing for wide ranging use of the approach in the
EU. This said, it is always important to bear in mind that even the resources for a
relatively lower cost Housing First service will quite often not be available in several
EU member states. This is another reason not to think solely in terms of Housing
First when planning responses to chronic homelessness and to continue to consider
how it may be possible to enhance other, much lower cost, services.

There are also the barriers to Housing First to consider. Adoption of Housing First
means challenging widely pervasive pre-modern and Neo-Liberal constructs of
chronic homelessness as a ‘self-inflicted’ condition which is to be solved through
coerced behavioural modification (O’Sullivan, 2008). Equally, even a partial adoption
of Housing First responses means some existing homelessness services, in which
service providing agencies and others have a vested interest, will come under
threat, which will in turn result in some political resistance (Houard, 2011). Even in
America, where Housing First dominates strategic debate about homelessness at
national, state and city level, Housing First is not the main form of service provision,
staircase systems often remain in place (Collins et al, 2012a and b), and while the
tide is in favour of Housing First, opposition is unlikely to simply stop (Groton, 2013)

This article has asserted that two of the key arguments underpinning criticism of
the wider use of Housing First in the EU do not stand up to serious scrutiny. The
first argument is that model drift makes Housing First services vary to the extent
that there is a danger of inconsistent results and building strategies around a
service model that is not clearly defined. The current evidence is that adherence to
shared operational principles is sufficient for Housing First services to achieve
consistently high success rates in ending chronic homelessness. Total fidelity with
the Pathways to Housing approach is neither necessary, nor indeed practical, given
variations in context.
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The second argument is that Housing First should be treated with caution, because
it is not as effective as claimed, because there is selectively, bias and gaps in the
evidence used to support it. However, there is now simply too much evidence that
Housing First services, with shared operating principles, are effective in a range of
contexts across different countries for this critique to really be taken seriously. The
evidence base is not however perfect. For example, more data on the relative
effectiveness of SHF and CHF models and on what Housing First can practically
deliver in terms of long-term health and well-being and socioeconomic integration
would be useful. Ultimately, however, Housing First consistently ends homeless-
ness at a high rate and this means it has to be given serious consideration as a core
strategy to reduce chronic homelessness across the EU.
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Introduction

Times have changed since 2001 when the Social Open Method of Coordination
(Social OMC) was launched, a Europe-driven coordination of social policies through
voluntary cooperation of EU Member States benchmarking their social inclusion/
pension/healthcare policies and sharing innovative practices.! Social OMC in this
article focuses on the social inclusion stream of the process (as opposed to the
pensions and healthcare streams), which is the main framework in which policies
to tackle poverty and social exclusion evolved at EU level until 2010. The expertise
developed and progress made in the Social OMC led to consensus on key EU policy
priorities such as homelessness, child poverty, active inclusion (Frazer et al, 2010;
Vanhercke and Lelie, 2012; Daly, 2013; Barcevicius et al, forthcoming). These priori-
ties were re-iterated in the European Commission’s Social Investment Package,
which includes guidelines for Member States to integrate action in all these fields
in their annual National Reform Programmes (European Commission, 2013b).

Over the last ten years, homelessness policy in Europe has undergone significant
changes (Busch-Geertsema et al, 2010). The drivers of these changes have varied
across countries from the economic context, elected officials, the scientific
community, activists, markets, lobbyists, and many others. This article looks specifi-
cally at the role of Europe as a driver of homelessness policy changes, namely
through the Social OMC. Empirical evidence gathered over the last ten years from
direct participation in the Social OMC, from various documents and from talking to
different “stakeholders”, shows that tackling homelessness has gone from being a
marginal issue on the EU social inclusion agenda to being a key area of EU social
policy. The Europeanising impact of the Social OMC on homelessness policy-making
across EU countries is examined, and conclusions are drawn on the results and
consequences for the Social OMC and homeless policy formulation.

Three-tier Europeanisation through the Social OMC

In the field of social policy, the EU and Member States have a shared competence
through the Open Method of Coordination where the EU coordinates policies,
which are developed at national (and sub-national) level in accordance with local
needs (Kvist and Saari, 2007). This means the goal is not to harmonise social
policies across Europe. Rather, national policies are developed according to local
social inclusion needs, while the Social OMC framework exists to coordinate and
support (sub-) national policies using a number of tools. Whereas Frazer et al (2010)

7 The Open Method of Coordination was first used in 1999 with the launch of the European
Employment Strategy, and then codified as a mode of European governance by the Portuguese
Presidency in March 2000 (Council of the EU, 2000a).
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refer to the policy coordination process when defining the Social OMC, Vanhercke
and Lelie (2012) refer more specifically to the Social OMC policy toolkit for bench-
marking policies as including the following: common objectives, key priorities,
indicators, expert and EU stakeholder networks, different types of peer reviews
(including through OMC ‘projects’), and finally the joint reports which evaluated
national policies and include ‘recommendations’ to Member States. In their paper,
they argue that these OMC tools are not only more dynamic than usually acknowl-
edged, but also more diversified.

In their 2011 position on the future of the OMC, the Social Protection Committee
(intergovernmental committee of social affairs representatives working in the
framework of the OMC) acknowledged the impact of the OMC on policy thinking,
discourse and agendas was “varied, but overall indisputable. There are many
instances in literally all Member States when the OMC has triggered, or at least
contributed, to policy reassessments, public discourses, and actors’ agendas.
Prominent examples include (child) poverty, homelessness, long-term care and
pension reform” (Social Protection Committee, 2011, p.2). Europeanisation is the
conceptual approach used in this article to interpret this impact, and namely the
interplay between EU and national policy-making through an interactive and multi-
directional Social OMC.

Europeanisation can happen in different “domains” such as domestic structures,
identities, party politics, intergovernmental relations, and more (Radaelli, 2002;
Borzel and Risse, 2003). This article will look at the Europeanising effects of the
Social OMC on the domain of public policy. Several definitions of Europeanisation
have been used to explore relations between Member States and the EU, with no
common definition found to date (Institute for European Studies, 2012). These
include: a top-down process whereby the EU induces domestic change; the hori-
zontal transfer of policies across countries; a stage in European integration creating
new powers at EU level; a dense two-way interaction between national and EU
levels; a multi-directional and interactive process; the transfer of EU values and
policies beyond the boundaries of its membership. Generally speaking,
Europeanisation is a process whereby national and EU policy-making become
more interwoven. Building on these various definitions, Europeanisation in this
article is understood as a three-tier process including top-down influencing of
(sub-) national processes, bottom-up dynamics influencing EU policy, and hori-
zontal cross-national developments —three processes which are treated separately
in this article, but which are empirically linked in practice.
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The interactive and multi-directional nature of Europeanisation as defined here is
merely a reflection of the increasing interconnectedness of EU Member States (inter-
linked economies, transnational networks, high speed communication and transpor-
tation) where policy choices in one country are influenced by choices in another
(Schmitt, 2010). This holds true for homelessness policy, as demonstrated below.

Top-down Impact on National and Sub-national Processes

Common EU social objectives as a first trigger for national strategies

EU social objectives were agreed in 2000 to promote EU cooperation. The common
objectives in the Social OMC have never been quantitative targets as such, but
rather policy priorities that provide a framework for Member States to address the
multiple aspects of poverty in an integrated way. The first set of common objectives
agreed in 2000 included a reference to preventing life crises which can lead to
homelessness, as well as the need to provide access for all to decent and sanitary
housing (Council of the European Union, 2000b). This consequently gave home-
lessness practitioners a first sign that Europe was willing to support transnational
cooperation in the field of homelessness.

The main top-down effect of this was to see homelessness gradually emerge as a
key issue in the national reports? on social inclusion policies submitted every two
years to the European Commission, from homelessness as an urgent priority in
some Member States to homelessness gradually becoming a key policy priority in
many EU countries (FEANTSA, 2005; Spinnewijn, 2009). The common objectives
on homelessness have been vehicles for national agenda-setting through the Social
OMC national reporting mechanism, including in EU Candidate Countries (Croatia,
2007). Frazer et al (2010, p.130) summarise the impact of the common objectives
as having “raised the awareness in many Member States (particularly through the
NAPs/inclusion?) of the need for a more strategic approach based on more compre-
hensive and integrated policies; it has helped highlight the need to focus on preven-
tion as well as on alleviation of problems.” Hence the OMC common objectives can
be seen as factors inducing policy practitioners to reflect on the place and nature
of homelessness policy in wider government (social) policies, in cooperation with
their European counterparts. As well as examples and acknowledgement of

2 Until 2011, Member States regularly submitted national progress reports on social inclusion to
the Commission. But these updates are now provided through the annual National Reform
Programmes of the Europe2020 strategy.

3 NAPs/inclusion stands for National Action Plans on Social Inclusion, submitted to the European
Commission every two years from 2001 to 2005 to report on social inclusion measures (and
replaced by National Strategic Reports from 2006 to 2010).
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discourse penetration in national homelessness policy-making (De La Porte and Al
Gailany, 2011; Public Policy and Management Institute, 2011; Social Protection
Committee, 2011; Stamatis, 2012) a good indication of this trend is the multiplication
of homelessness strategies and programmes over the last ten years (Busch-
Geertsema et al, 2010).

Only a few EU countries had a formal homelessness policy before the launch of the
Social OMC - most policies aimed simply at containing homelessness by funding
a wide range of social services without any clear underlying policy objectives.
Today, many countries are increasingly trying to significantly reduce homelessness,
by funding services within clear policy frameworks underpinned by strategic objec-
tives such as phasing out shelter accommodation and replacing it with long-term
housing solutions, in the case of Finland; providing suitable support interventions
for homeless people, in the Netherlands; providing a legal right to settled accom-
modation for all unintentionally homeless households in Scotland, and reducing
length of stay in emergency accommodation for more than 6 months, in the case
of Ireland (FEANTSA, 2012b).

There are now strategic approaches to homelessness in more than 10 countries
(The Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, The
Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden and the UK (all four regions) and some countries
are making serious steps towards a strategy (Belgium-Flanders and Bulgaria). In
other countries, reducing homelessness is a priority but is being addressed through
decentralised anti-poverty strategies which include objectives such as access to
services and housing for vulnerable groups (Austria, Belgium, Germany, ltaly and
Spain) or the reorganisation of services towards individualised support systems
(Croatia, Malta and Poland) (FEANTSA, 2013).

The heightened presence of homelessness as a priority on national social inclusion
agendas is linked to a variety of factors. But the initial placing of homelessness on
the Social OMC agenda through the common objectives has been an important
first trigger for mobilisation of state and non-state actors like FEANTSA, to support
transnational exchange and national policy transfer in a field like homelessness.
Importantly, the recently published Social Investment Package which aims to link
the EU social agenda to the Europe2020 strategy, has taken this dynamic a step
further by adopting an entire European Commission staff working document with
detailed policy guidelines to address homelessness at national level, which should
enhance further the top-down Europeanisation dynamics in homelessness policy
(European Commission, 2013a).
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European stakeholder dialogue reaching out to the local level

Over the years, consensus has been reached on homelessness/housing exclusion
as a key priority in the Social OMC (Joint Report, 2010; Social Protection Committee,
2012). This consensus has not yet led to benchmarking of policies and measure-
ment of progress due to various reasons — not least because no common home-
lessness indicators have yet been agreed. However, setting these key priorities has
been effective in communicating what Europe is trying to achieve with the Social
OMC: European coordination, monitoring and development of effective strategies
to tackle different dimensions of poverty, including homelessness. This has conse-
quently made Europe’s role clearer to local stakeholders and practitioners tackling
homelessness on a daily basis. According to a study carried out in 2010 of stake-
holder involvement in the Social OMC, participation is strongest where the EU has
key priorities and thematic European networks (Inbas, 2010).

European stakeholder dialogue in the Social OMC has been a channel for raising
awareness and shaping policy, and continues today through the European Platform
against Poverty (European Commission, 2010), which organises meetings with all
relevant EU stakeholders 3-4 times a year in Brussels. With regard to homelessness
policy, European networks of practitioners working exclusively or partly on home-
lessness (such as FEANTSA, Eurocities, Eurodiaconia, SMES-Europa, Mental
Health Europe) have been invited to various consultations of the European
Commission over the years, especially in preparation of two key annual EU
Presidency policy events: the annual meeting of people experiencing poverty and
the Annual Convention (formerly known as Annual Round Table). These two annual
events have been criticised by many in the past for their lack of impact on poverty.
However, theirimpact on policy formulation is not to be underestimated. Stakeholder
dialogue in preparation for EU events through consultations have less influence at
local level than stakeholder dialogue taking place within EU events. Nearly every
year of the last decade, the Round Tables put the theme of homelessness on the
programmes, bringing together practitioners from ministries, NGOs, local authori-
ties, academia, other EU bodies (Parliament, Committee of the Regions, Economic
and Social Committee) and, increasingly, people experiencing homelessness. This
culminated in a European Consensus Conference on Homelessness in 2010 which
brought together key experts to address six key questions on homelessness policy
at EU level (EU definition, key policy approaches, the role of the EU, etc.) (European
Consensus Conference, 2010). The same can be said for the annual meeting of
people experiencing poverty — even though participation of people experiencing
homelessness has been understandably more challenging, the Danish Presidency
of the EU made addressing homelessness a priority theme for the 2012 meeting.
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These events frame policy discussions between practitioners in the context of EU
social policy developments, and consequently increase the likelihood of EU
discourse and concept penetration in local homeless policies and service models.
This is all the more true for practitioners involved in key FEANTSA events that focus
specifically on homelessness. This direct link created between local practitioners
and the realities of the EU political arena has raised awareness of the relevance of
the EU policy framework despite homelessness being a phenomenon which is
tackled mostly at a local level. Stakeholder dialogue organised through these
European events has therefore also developed bottom-up dynamics over the years
whereby individuals can push their homelessness policy approaches onto the EU
agenda, which is the subject of the next section.

Bottom-up Dynamics Influencing EU Policy

Pushing national priorities on the EU agenda

The Europeanisation effect of Social OMC problem definition can also be consid-
ered a bottom-up process whereby countries seek to keep their priorities high on
the EU agenda. Key priorities were highlighted with the publication of each Joint
Report (adopted by both the Commission and the Council based on assessment
of national social inclusion reports), and have varied over the years, which reflects
the flexibility of the OMC tool to adapt to emerging social challenges.

As the Social OMC progressively became known among national social inclusion
policy-makers, governments started to recognise the added value of EU interven-
tion — mainly political and financial support for expertise and knowledge building
to effectively address social challenges — in certain areas of social inclusion
policies. It became apparent that an increasing number of Member States were
keen to keep homelessness on the EU agenda as a key priority. Moreover, the key
EU policy priorities were gaining in importance as a social inclusion OMC tool given
that the common objectives were considerably watered down when the social
inclusion process was streamlined with pensions and health in 2006 - in fact the
reference to homelessness was dropped in the new common objectives (European
Commission, 2005). Some argue the key policy priorities were developed in order
to address the “implementation gap” in the Social OMC (Vanhercke and Lelie, 2012,
p.156), to combine both universalistic and targeted approaches in EU social policy
(Calandrino, 2009), and to keep up momentum and interest in the EU social inclusion
agenda. The national reporting clearly became a channel for such EU agenda-
setting, with national authorities and NGOs using the national reports to request
EU support and transnational cooperation in specific fields like homelessness
(Spinnewijn, 2009).
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The integration of national priorities in the European Social OMC process has also
been ensured through the 6-month rotating EU presidency agendas: the Finnish
EU presidency organised a housing rights conference in 2006, the French EU presi-
dency focused on homelessness in the informal EU Housing Ministers meeting in
2008, the Belgian EU presidency organised a European Consensus Conference on
Homelessness in 2010 which provided the starting point for an EU homelessness
policy (European Consensus Conference, 2010), the Danish EU presidency chose
to focus on homelessness and housing rights at the annual meeting of people
experiencing poverty 2012. The French government organised a European
workshop on homelessness (although not within its EU Presidency) in 2012 where
it called for a EU homelessness strategy with a strong focus on housing-led
approaches (France, 2012). Finally, the most recent indication of bottom-up
pressure on the EU agenda is the Irish Presidency European round table of ministers
responsible for homelessness in March 2013, which agreed 6 key principles to
inform EU homelessness policy (see Culhane and Randall, 2013).

The EU Presidency agendas have arguably become increasingly important for
channelling national social priorities, since the national reporting on social inclusion
has now been mainstreamed to a great extent in the Europe2020 national reporting
mechanism. This new reporting provides some scope for countries to demonstrate
their social policy priorities in relation to meeting the 2020 poverty target. However,
the merging of social policy with economic and employment policy within one
strategy (Europe2020) has considerably reduced the space for countries to
influence the EU social policy agenda. Moreover, the bottom-up dynamics of the
voluntary cooperation and benchmarking of the Social OMC are far less influential
in a process like Europe2020, where the European Commission can explicitly steer
national priority-setting through annual country-specific recommendations.

European definitions and methodologies developed from local realities

Transnational exchanges between practitioners in European networks like
FEANTSA, which focuses exclusively on homelessness and housing exclusion,
quickly required a common policy language, which saw the increasing use of the
European Typology of Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS) (European
Commission, 2006) which is based on four conceptual categories of homelessness
which can be operationalised differently according to the national context. This can
be considered an example of Europeanisation of homelessness policy through
bottom-up processes — a real need from the ground for a sound starting point for
effective European policy cooperation in the Social OMC was the key driver for
developing this typology, which has now become a reference for homelessness
policy-making helping practitioners in different EU countries understand the
dynamics of homelessness (Edgar et al, 2007; European Consensus Conference,
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2010). The ETHOS typology was formally recognised in the Social Investment
Package, which is a successful example of local dynamics reaching the EU political
arena (European Commission, 2013b). This process of evidence-based European
definition-building from the bottom up, has also happened through FEANTSA in a
number of other areas, including defining elements of integrated homelessness
strategies, defining participatory methods for involving homeless people, defining
housing-led policy approaches to homelessness, and recommendations for meas-
urement of homelessness at EU level (see various FEANTSA toolkits).

The commonly agreed indicators for benchmarking policies and practices in the
Social OMC are developed by a sub-group of the Social Protection Committee,
which build European definitions of indicators based on approaches across EU
countries. The indicators are currently available in the Eurostat database. The list
covers different dimensions of poverty, including dimensions of housing linked to
homelessness (severe housing deprivation, overcrowding, housing affordability),
but they do not directly cover homelessness (Atkinson and Marlier, 2010; Rybkowska
and Schneider, 2011; European Commission, 2011) mainly due to methodological
reasons. Since collecting data on homelessness cannot easily go through tradi-
tional EU-SILC household surveys (the main source of data for the common indica-
tors), a different methodology is required, namely going through services, which
are in contact with homeless households. This was confirmed by a comparative
European study financed by the European Commission (Edgar et al, 2007), which
built on national methodologies to formulate recommendations for an EU method-
ology (Frazer et al, 2010; Vanhercke and Lelie 2012; De la Porte, 2010). This meth-
odology triggered reflection on homelessness monitoring systems (see MPHASIS
project below), but common EU indicators on homelessness have still not been
agreed at the time of writing. The Europeanisation of homeless policy therefore
currently has its limits in terms of building common indicators, but this is a meth-
odological issue specific to hard-to-reach households in general — an issue which
may be addressed in the future with a strengthened EU framework to monitor
progress on homelessness.

Horizontal Cross-national Policy Developments

Influence of European peers in national homeless policy-making

Peer reviews are a classic mutual learning instrument of any OMC used in EU policy
(Laffan and Shaw, 2005; Lange and Alexiadou, 2010; Tholoniat, 2010; Sabato, 2012)
—an instrument that takes a policy as a starting point for European peer exchanges.
The motivations for hosting a peer review may vary but, based on FEANTSA experi-
ence of Social OMC peer reviews, a country generally decides to host a peer review
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to illustrate to other countries how it implements a policy, showing the policy in
practice through site visits, and to potentially integrate the experiences of partici-
pating peer countries in their work. Peer reviews are also used by host countries
as a form of policy evaluation by their European peers, to benchmark their policy
against other country policies. This brings a cross-national dimension to their policy
arena and allows them to benefit from the policy expertise of other countries. The
potential transfer of ideas from peers to the host is therefore quite evident.

Homelessness has been the subject of a number of peer reviews since the start of
the EU peer review programme in 2004 (Curry, 2012). In 2004, England hosted a
peer review on their Rough Sleepers strategy, showing that targeting a specific part
of the homeless population is a useful starting point for developing a homelessness
policy. Denmark hosted a peer review in 2005 on its ‘Freak’ Housing policy, showing
it was possible to provide alternative housing forms for people with alternative
lifestyles. In 2006, Norway hosted a peer review on the Norwegian homelessness
strategy, while France hosted a peer review on the wider issue of substandard
housing in 2007, framing homelessness policy action in wider housing policy.
Austria hosted a peer review in 2009 on methodologies to measure homelessness,
as a first step to developing evidence-based policies. Despite investments in social
housing and eviction prevention, homelessness was on the rise in Vienna and they
were keen to explore with other countries the reason for this evolution. Finally
Portugal and Finland each hosted a peer review in 2010 on their national homeless-
ness strategy, with both countries presenting innovations in their respective
contexts: in Finland, the strategy represented a paradigm shift away from the use
of temporary accommodation outside the housing market to reducing long-term
homelessness through mainstream housing; and in Portugal, the strategy repre-
sented the first national-level action in Southern Europe.

In all peer review meetings, there were at least 7 peer countries around the table,
two European networks and local stakeholders (FEANTSA took part in all the peer
reviews mentioned above as one of the two invited European networks) — a mix of
stakeholders, which strengthened the variety of critical perspectives in the review.
The views of European peers are important for host countries, but peers are also
involved in creating another Europeanising dynamic; that of policy learning and
possible transfer of ideas into their national context. However these dynamics are
more subtle and harder to demonstrate, and according to a recent evaluation of the
EU social inclusion peer review programme, there is a general lack of proper
follow-up after peer reviews, which makes it problematic to assess policy transfer
(Observatoire Social Européen and Public Policy and Management Institute, 2012).
National homelessness strategies developed over the last ten years are generally
based on national research and surveys on the causes of homelessness, and are
therefore very specific to the individual countries. However, there are increasing
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similarities in the general policy objectives of strategies, which are beginning to
show some signs of convergence. Policy objectives and targets include the
following: eliminating the need to sleep rough (Denmark, Ireland, Portugal and the
UK), reducing length of stay in temporary accommodation (Denmark, Ireland and
Sweden), improving the quality of services (Czech Republic, France, Ireland, Malta
and Poland), prevention of homelessness (Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg,
The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and the UK), provide access to
housing (Finland, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway, Sweden
and the UK), testing or implementing Housing First (Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Finland, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands and Sweden) (FEANTSA
2012b and FEANTSA 2013). The causality between this convergence and EU
processes should be explored further.

The Europeanisation of homelessness policy at work here is therefore especially
cross-national as homelessness practitioners learn to use OMC tools to get access
to expertise on homelessness in other countries. In some countries, official Social
OMC peer reviews have been integrated within national homelessness policy
processes as highlighted above, hence showing the willingness of policy-makers
not to limit themselves to their national policy context but also to use instruments
which bring a cross-national dimension to their work.

Transnational exchange between sub-national level practitioners

Cross-national Europeanising dynamics have increased in quality and depth over
the years through the use of EU funding for transnational projects, which involve
not only national governments, but all relevant stakeholders including local authori-
ties, NGOs, universities, private companies. These projects are generally linked to
EU social policy objectives, including homelessness reduction. A description of
some of these projects and cross-national dynamics is now provided.

FEANTSA, the European federation of national organisations working with homeless
people, is a network funded to promote European policy and research exchanges
in the field of homelessness, mainly through national and regional platforms of
services working with homeless people. Through its structure a number of satellite
networks have formed, including a network of academics driving the EU homeless-
ness research agenda through the European Observatory on Homelessness.
Similarly, a network of local policy-makers responsible for homelessness
(HABITACT) is coordinated by FEANTSA, meeting on a regular basis. They have
various methods of pooling expertise across local authorities, which includes
annual peer reviews taking a local homeless strategy as a starting point for
European discussions (e.g. Hermans, 2010; Benjaminssen, 2011; Daavelaar, 2012;
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Baptista, 2013). In addition, there have been numerous ad-hoc transnational
projects on homelessness or partially covering homelessness, which have had
Europeanisation effects in local policy and service delivery.

The MPHASIS project — Mutual Progress on Homelessness through Advancing and
Strengthening Information Systems — which operated from 2008 to 2009, aimed to
improve the capacity for monitoring homelessness and housing exclusion in 20
European countries, hence was directly linked to the Social OMC aims to improve
monitoring of poverty across the EU. The project was carried out through transna-
tional exchanges and action-oriented research which directly fed into national
discussions on monitoring homelessness within MPHASIS. A national meeting was
organised in each of the 20 participating countries with the presence of all relevant
practitioners for monitoring homelessness and European experts, which fed in
other country examples into the discussions. In some countries, practitioners
participating in the national meetings had already met in other local circumstances,
with MPHASIS becoming a European branch of their policy work. In other countries,
MPHASIS was bringing people together for the very first time, hence injecting some
Europeanising influence into local dynamics within the framework of a transnational
project. While the EU provided financial support for this, the main driver for this
Europeanisation was the desire of a cluster of countries to cooperate on a dimension
of homelessness policy: data collection and evidence-building for policy purposes.

Hope in Stations (HOmeless People in European train stations) brought together
from 2010 to 2011 the stakeholders of the train stations of Paris Nord and Paris Est,
Brussels Central, Roma Termini, Berlin Zoo, Madrid Antocha, Warsaw Central and
Luxembourg Central (Carminucci, 2011). The project, in each country, gathered
local authorities, social services which support homeless people, and railway
companies into a reinforced cooperation. The aim was to experiment with the
setting up of a social reference person, in Paris, Brussels and Rome, who would be
in charge of the coordination of all the interventions of the different stakeholders in
and around the stations. By promoting experimentation and exchanges between
non-traditional stakeholders in the field of homelessness policy, this project went
further than policy-making.

The Housing First Europe (HFE) partnership was set up as an EU social policy
experimentation in order to test the Housing First approach to homelessness in five
sites from 2011 to 2013: Amsterdam, Budapest, Copenhagen, Glasgow, and Lisbon.
Five peer sites were also selected in Dublin, Ghent, Gothenburg, Helsinki, and
Vienna (Busch-Geertsema, 2013). The aim of Housing First policies is to shift from
using shelters as the predominant solution to homelessness towards housing-led
approaches which aim to provide housing with support as required for people living
on the streets. Homelessness policy is in a period of experimentation and reform,
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with practitioners across Europe testing new ways of tackling homelessness rather
than relying solely on traditional shelter-based methods, and the Social OMC
provides a framework for them to cooperate in finding new policy concepts and
solutions which work in different countries. HFE has enabled front-line workers to
test and compare service delivery models with their counterparts in other EU
countries, hence enabling them to introduce a European dimension to their local
social policy experimentation in order to fully benefit from the expertise available
in the rest of Europe. The launch of Housing First Belgium in 2013 (experimentation
testing HF approaches in five Belgian cities) is arguably a direct consequence of
Ghent’s participation in Housing First Europe, and is but one example of the multi-
plier effects of such cross-national dynamics.

These different transnational projects indicate that local practitioners are increas-
ingly looking for new and diversified service delivery models to address homeless-
ness. The Europeanisation dynamics here are evident, and they are predominantly
cross-national.

Conclusion: Social OMC Myth Versus
the Homelessness Policy Reality

The evidence gathered in this article illustrates some of the Europeanisation
dynamics in homelessness policy-making, mainly through a combination of vertical
and horizontal dynamics linked to the Social OMC process, which provided the
main framework for policy progress on homelessness at EU level over the last
decade. The increasing interplay between local, national and European policy-
making on homelessness is clear. Tackling homelessness is now an integrated part
of social inclusion agendas at both EU level with the key policy priorities of the
Social Investment Package, and at national level with homelessness increasingly
being the subject of specific national/regional/local strategies on homelessness.
This cluster of countries is actively seeking support from the EU and is keen to
harness the expertise available in Europe to find solutions to homelessness.
Stakeholders are no longer only trying to influence national agendas but also the
EU social inclusion policy agenda through various channels, not only promoting
certain homelessness policy concepts cross-nationally and at EU level, but also
choosing to give a European dimension to their daily work. The frequent use of peer
reviews and transnational projects by national and local homelessness practitioners
indicates that they are increasingly turning to Europe for policy instruments and
resources. Consensus is increasing on defining homelessness, and on key policy
objectives in addressing homelessness, but the benchmarking of homelessness
policies against common EU indicators for cross-country comparisons is not yet
possible. Countries developing voluntary European cooperation in the field of
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homelessness do not need motivation and pressure from the EU at this stage, but
rather support for the necessary reforms to end homelessness. This type of support
is summarised well in the Irish presidency key principles to inform EU homeless-
ness policy (knowledge sharing, a common reference framework, funding, research
and innovation, advice). Thus, it can be argued that the Europeanisation of home-
lessness policy is real and key elements are in place for developing a EU homeless-
ness policy, which can support countries in line with the principle of subsidiarity.

Meanwhile, the benchmarking of policies through the Social OMC process is losing
momentum. The Social OMC is a process which dominated most of EU social
policy during the last decade, through strong cooperation between the European
Commission and Member States through the Social Protection Committee. The
Social OMC however is gradually fading away as a process which is now only driven
by the Social Protection Committee and which has to a certain extent been replaced
by the Europe2020 strategy, which is an economic and employment strategy for
Europe, not a social policy strategy. This is now the main governance framework
for benchmarking of social policies, through the annual National Reform
Programmes (NRP), with a strengthened role for the European Commission which
can now give country-specific recommendations in the social policy field (this was
not the case with the Social OMC national reporting).

The Europeanisation dynamics referred to in this article are not likely to stop. The
top-down dynamics have already been strengthened with the Social Investment
Package publishing clear homelessness policy guidelines, and with increasing
interconnectedness between the EU and local realities through new media tools.
In turn, an awareness of EU opportunities to support local work means that local
practitioners will invest more time in influencing EU developments, and ensure that
the EU takes into account local realities. The heightened connection between local,
national and EU governance in homeless policy will inevitably continue in the future.
Intergovernmental peer reviews are still on the agenda the EU agenda — the most
recent one was held in Denmark in November 2013, with a focus on the Housing
First strategy. Transnational exchanges are increasing as networks thrive with the
support of new social media, making it easier to build transnational partnerships
for EU projects and meaning that transnational cooperation on homelessness is no
longer only the preserve of national governments, but also reaches the level of local
policy-makers and services.

The voluntary cooperation of the Social OMC through the Social Protection
Committee could therefore benefit from the emergence of Europeanised policy
clusters (as is the case in the field homelessness) to keep up momentum in EU
social inclusion policy cooperation. The fields of child poverty and active inclusion
are also arguably Europeanising given the key documents on these issues in the
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Social Investment Package (European Commission, 2013b). In the absence of a
clear framework for EU social policy in this new decade, policy clusters of countries
seem to be forming which, far from complaining of EU interference in social policy
matters, are calling on the EU to support national governments in their efforts to
address social issues. This is a testimony to the positive impact of the Social OMC,
which over the last ten years has managed to build sufficient expertise and new EU
communities in the field of social inclusion willing to work together at EU level on
very local phenomena like homelessness.
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Introduction

| always say two things to support workers... Can you give me an apartment?
No. Can you give me a job? No. | don’t need anything else. All homeless people
need these two things only. (Participant, Pilisi Forest Project)

This article explores the challenges that former rough sleepers face, firstly when
trying to access the private rental market in Hungary, and secondly, maintain any
accommodation secured following the cessation of support from any homeless-
ness agencies. After briefly defining homelessness in the Hungarian and European
context, the article outlines the barriers faced by rough sleepers in attempting to
access settled housing, at both a structural and individual level. In particular, the
social context of current day Hungary is described, including the lack of social
housing, a very minimal guaranteed minimum income, ' often not accessible for
homeless people?, and limited housing benefits. The article then examines the quite
limited range of services that exist to help former rough sleepers with integration
into housing, before focusing on the specific example of the Pilisi Forest Project: a
project aimed at re-housing rough sleepers from various forests in Budapest,
primarily into the private rented sector. In the final section of the article, conclusions
are drawn from the lessons learnt in this project that can be adapted to the wider
context of Hungary, as well as other European countries with a similar levels and
systems of social provision.

Homelessness and Rough Sleeping in Hungary

In order to understand the challenges homeless people face in accessing housing
in Hungary, it is first necessary to define homelessness, and rough sleeping, in the
Hungarian context. Originating from the Social Act, 1993, there are two definitions
as to who is considered homeless in Hungary — both of which are much narrower
than in many other member states. Firstly, those who are either roofless or sleeping
in homeless services are considered homeless, and/or secondly those without a
registered abode, including those using a homeless facility or a public space (for
example: Budapest, District 5; or Dozsa Gydrgy Street — with no house number) as
an ‘address’. People living in overcrowded, substandard accommodation, or who

7 A maximum of about € 80 per month — about one third of what would be needed in order to
access the cheapest possible private rental housing (rent and utilities).

2 Only one person per family is entitled to the benefit of working-age people, and they are required
to cooperate with the local Job Centre — accepting any employment opportunity proposed, for
example. An official address is needed to apply.
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are ‘sofa surfing’ are not considered homeless. In terms of the ETHOS typology,
homelessness in Hungary is mainly represented by categories 1 to 3 (public spaces,
night shelters, and other homeless shelters).

This article focuses on rough sleepers, the most disadvantaged group within the
overall homeless population. Each year, a survey of homeless people is undertaken
in Hungary (Fehér, 2011). In February 2012, as well as recording 10205 beds in
homeless shelters or hostels over Hungary, researchers enumerated at least 2339
people sleeping rough (Gy8ri and Szabdo, 2012). However, this is likely to be a gross
underestimate as the survey does not reach everyone and rough sleeping was
treated as a legal offence in some communities, resulting in people sleeping rough
in well hidden locations (Misetics, 2010). Research has also revealed that while
some homeless people using shelters (37 percent) have never slept rough, almost
half of them have slept rough at some point in their lives. About 14 percent of
homeless people have only slept rough throughout their homeless career (Gy6ri,
2008). Those who have only slept rough are less likely to have a job (24.7 percent
as opposed to 36 percent); some kind of insurance-based income — such as old
age or disability pension (10.9 percent as opposed to 28.8 percent); or any other
social benefit (9.3 percent as opposed to 13.9 percent), than those homeless
people who have never slept rough. Rough sleepers, on the other hand, are much
more likely (25.2 percent as opposed to 2.6 percent) to make a living by collecting,
recycling and selling garbage. Women who are sleeping rough are even less likely
to have a job (17 percent), and slightly more likely to make a living from collecting
garbage. Rough sleepers tend to drink more than people who stay at shelters® - 24
percent of them drink alcohol every day (12 percent of those in shelters), and
alcohol seems to be an even bigger problem for women rough sleeping than men
(Gy6ri, 2008).

The Housing Market: Barriers to Access

In Hungary, as in many other Central and Eastern European countries, homeless
people face significant structural barriers to accessing appropriate and sustainable
housing. In particular there is a lack of affordable housing for those on low incomes.
In Hungary, the main form of tenure is homeownership. This brings about two
problems. The first one is that Hungary has one of the lowest rates of public housing
stock in Europe at approximately 3 percent of total housing stock. This stock is also
unevenly distributed across the country — in some regions the social housing stock
is less than 1 percent of all housing, and, especially in smaller settlements, there
are no social housing units at all. Moreover, the Housing Law does not specify how

3 Though in most shelters alcohol consumption is not tolerated.
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many such units local authorities need to provide their population with, who is
entitled to social housing, nor how social rent should be calculated. In practice, the
small sector is mainly targeted at the ‘deserving poor’ with homeless people
unlikely to gain access due to both administrative and financial barriers (Fehér et
al, 2011). For example, BMSZKI, the largest homelessness service provider in
Budapest?, recorded that in 2011 232 of their clients applied for social housing, of
which only 23 people succeeded.

As a consequence, the only possible way out of homelessness for most people is
the private rented sector. However, this sector also has a number of structural
problems that make this process difficult. The sector has been subject to only
small-scale and less than successful measures since 1989 (Fehér et al, 2011). The
main policy measure has been deregulation of the private rented sector, which has
resulted in both landlords and tenants being more vulnerable. The amount of rent
is not protected by law, and landlords often try to avoid paying taxes and/or giving
tenants claimable rights to the property by refusing to sign an official contract for
the rent. This might mean that the privacy of the tenant is not guaranteed, but also
that the tenant cannot register the tenancy as their official address, which might
result in a multitude of other difficulties. Certain groups of people (the Roma,
families with children) are generally mistrusted by landlords and have even more
difficulties trying to access the private rental market.

In addition, lack of any sufficient and regular income makes it difficult for homeless
people to move out to the private rental sector. The minimum rent (for a bedroom
only) in Budapest costs €140 per month, plus a similar amount for the maintenance
of the apartment. Most landlords also ask for a deposit of two months in advance.
Many homeless people cannot even pay for hostels which demand a token fee of
€30-70 per month. Most of those who do not have a job are not entitled to unemploy-
ment benefit as they had not been legally employed beforehand, and even if they
qualify for this or a social benefit, both of these amount to approximately €100 per
month. Even with the minimum wage (€330 per month before taxes, about €260 per
month after taxes), or with obligatory public employment for those who do not want
to lose their long-term unemployment benefit (€250 per month before taxes, about
€200 per month after taxes), it is very unlikely for someone to be able to afford to rent
an apartment in the private housing sector. Rising energy costs and utility prices are
also a major issue in Hungary for all low-income households (Hegedus, 2011).

Further, there is almost no housing support in Hungary. There is no rent subsidy
provided by the Hungarian state with a housing allowance subsidising the costs of
utilities only. The amount of the normative housing allowance is also extremely low

4 Has a share of about 30 percent of beds in homeless provision in Budapest (total number of beds
in Budapest = 6565).



Articles 67
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

(usually between €10-25 per month) and therefore it does not offer substantial
assistance to those with low (or no) income. Moreover, to be eligible for a housing
allowance, tenants need to register their address officially, something many
landlords are reluctant to do.

Alongside substantial housing market barriers, many homeless people and rough
sleepers in particular, face personal hardship and health problems that can create
additional barriers to accessing housing. As outlined in the previous section, many
homeless people suffer from problems with their health, mental health and/or some
sort of substance abuse, and this can make it difficult for them to access the
housing market and maintain housing in the long term —as well as landlord reluc-
tance to house people with health issues. Some groups of people have become so
institutionalised that they have lost their independent life skills (for example, people
having served long prison sentences, young people who have grown up in group
homes or homeless people who have lived in services for several years). The lack
of individual counselling or floating support makes it difficult for these people to
access, or to keep any form of independent housing. Many homeless people have
difficulty in accessing health services to address physical health problems, and
there is an inadequate network of services offering support for people with mental
health problems or addiction. Thus, individual problems are also structural ones in
the Hungarian context.

Specific Schemes to Assist Homeless People

Initiatives aimed at resettling homeless people have a long history in the European
Union, particularly some countries like the United Kingdom (Crane et al, 2012). In
contrast, such programmes have been developed more recently in Hungary and
other Central and Eastern European countries, with most provision focused on
providing basic shelter to people sleeping rough. As noted above, there is a network
of homeless night shelters or hostels in Hungary, offering 10205 beds in total (with
64 percent of these beds being in Budapest). There are also day centres, and more
recently, some medical centres for homeless people have been established.
However, most homelessness provision has not changed its function significantly
since its development in the early 1990s (Filipovic-Hrast et al, 2009). They do not
have access to any move-on housing options, although some aim to help people
back into “normal housing”. The system functions within the framework of a
‘staircase’ model of provision (Sahlin, 2005), but with the ‘highest stairs’ missing,
in terms of there being a lack of supported accommodation that can prepare people
for living independently (Fehér et al, 2011).
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Within this overall context, there have been some limited special funds from the
Ministry of Social Affairs® reserved for supporting the re-housing of homeless
people since 2005. These funds could be accessed by hostel users and rough
sleepers via outreach teams or day centres. The amount of this type of support was
a maximum of €860 to be paid within 12 months (so an average €70 per month), in
a diminishing fashion. Homeless people received floating support, but there is no
data as to how frequently meetings between them and support workers occurred.®
Beneficiaries were expected to have a regular income, and they had to pay a
growing share of their housing costs. Each year about 200 homeless people moved
on with the help of the re-housing support in Budapest and its surroundings —
representing only a small minority of the almost 8000 homeless population of the
Central Hungarian region’.

Monitoring of the re-housing support revealed that the average income of benefi-
ciaries was more than the minimum salary (Gyéri, 2010), which is unsurprising given
that they would have struggled without access to additional funds. More than half
of the beneficiaries moved together with at least one other person, usually a family
member. Family members had not always been homeless themselves, so this
scheme reached more people than the actual number of beneficiaries.

One of the weaknesses of the re-housing support was that it only usually lasted
for 12 months, although in some cases, funding for another year could be
requested, and there is no data available as to whether beneficiaries remained
housed once the support had expired. However, the re-housing support for
homeless people was more flexible than the normative housing support: it did not
require the tenant to register his/her address in the place of living, the support
could be used to cover rent as well as utilities, and it could be given to several
individuals moving together, thus providing substantial help for couples or groups

5 The Ministry of Social Affairs nominated two public foundations (Hajléktalanokért Kézalapitvany
- Public Foundation for the Homeless and Osszefogds Kézalapitvany — Cooperation Public
Foundation, the second of which was closed in 2012) to distribute these funds to homeless
services, who then could allocate it to homeless people who were moving out to the private (or,
less frequently, to the public) housing market. Hajléktalanokért Kézalapitvany was responsible
for reaching services outside Budapest, but the funding was only available between 2005-2007.
Osszefogas Kézalapitvany was responsible for Budapest and its surroundings; the last round of
funding was paid in 2011.

6 As the support work expected was not quantified, it can be assumed that in some cases visits
took place on a fortnightly or even monthly basis — and they could have taken place in the office
of the support worker and not at the home of the beneficiary.

7 Eight-nine (smaller and bigger) service providers applied to distribute the funds among their
users. At the same time, there were about 6500 beds available in services for homeless people
(including temporary accommodation for homeless families), while at least 1150 people slept
rough (Gyéri, 2011).
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of friends. The programme was very popular among homeless people as well as
service providers, as this was seen as the most realistic way out of homelessness
in the absence of other solutions.

There have been several other smaller scale projects targeting the (housing) rein-
tegration of homeless people across Hungary, trying to overcome both the indi-
vidual as well as structural causes of homelessness (Fehér et al, 2011). Some of
these projects focused on rough sleepers especially, while others included all kinds
of homeless people. All of them were limited in time.® This article now focuses on
one of these projects which stands out in several ways: it was implemented by
several organisations under the coordination of one public foundation; it targeted
rough sleepers and managed to reach quite a large number of them; and it offered
support workers quite a lot of freedom in how they wanted to proceed in rehousing
their contacts. As described below, whilst the scheme did not only offer individual
housing in the private rental market, this appeared to be the most popular option
for beneficiaries and thus is discussed in detail. The project targeted rough sleepers
living in specific forest areas.

The Pilisi Forest Project

In 20086, the Pilisi Forest Company, which owns several forest areas in the Budapest
area, approached the Ministry of Social Affairs to ask for assistance to clear the
forests of homeless people as well as illegally disposed garbage in the areas. The
Ministry allocated some funds to the Public Foundation for the Homeless who
subsequently posted a call to organisations working with rough sleepers to be their
partners in re-housing homeless people from the forest. Seven organisations®
responded to the call and began work on the project between 2007-2009. Similar
to the special funds scheme described above, the project offered homeless people
a housing allowance as well as floating support by their former outreach workers,
for a duration of 12 months. The average staff-client ratio was 1: 7 in the project.

It is important to highlight that the main goal of the project was to ‘clear the forests’
as requested by the forest company. A secondary aim of the project was to prevent
people from rough sleeping again or using homeless shelters. Long-term housing
stability was not an explicit goal of the project and several characteristics of the
project made this difficult, including the shortage of working hours of staff, lack of
professional guidance and a lack of a stable and sufficient income of clients.

8 Some of the details of previous projects and their reports can be accessed at www.ossze-
fogaskozalap.hu or www.hajlekot.hu

9 Six out of the seven organizations were NGOs while one was the outreach team of a local authority.
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Many of the homeless people targeted had lived in the forest for several years and
had built wooden huts and installed heating, creating real (if illegal) homes. One key
research question was therefore whether the re-housing support would enable
them to move to a new home at least as comfortable (or more so) as the one they
had built for themselves in the forest. There was also a question as to whether they
would be able to take their belongings and especially their animals, including dogs,
cats, chicken and other small animals.

In 2012 research was conducted on the project (three years after the end of the
project). Basic monitoring data was analysed that had been collected by support
workers on those who had signed an agreement with project workers at the start
of the project. Qualitative interviews were also undertaken with 14 participants,
comparing their situation prior to moving in to housing and at the end of the support.
Interviews were also conducted with support workers.

A limitation of the research is that it was not possible to collect detailed information
on rough sleepers who did not take part in the project. However it was known that
many people refused to cooperate with the outreach team and moved to other
areas. Some people also stayed where they were and were left undisturbed by the
forest company. In some areas, rough sleepers had been informed about the
project through the media as well as the forest rangers, and often this information
proved incorrect. Many homeless people believed that they were entitled to receive
the financial support in cash and were disappointed when it transpired the support
was in kind. There was also some confusion as to who was evicting people — some
homeless people thought the outreach teams were responsible for this and this led
to a lack of trust in the project. Generally, outreach staff had to convince people to
take part in the project.

About the beneficiaries

Each service provider was able to decide upon the admission criteria for the project.
Some tried to include everyone who was interested; others tried to select people
based on the ‘intuition’ of outreach workers, and only involve those who were likely
to succeed after the one-year re-housing support had run out. This typically meant
people were more likely to be selected if they had a less severe addiction problem,
some sort of a stable income or the likelihood of securing one, and a motivation to
move out from the forest.

Of the 152 clients in the Pilisi Forest Project, 65 per cent were male and 35 per cent
were female. The average age of clients was 44.6 years at the start of the project.
More than half of participants (56 percent) had elementary education or lower.
About one third (35 percent) went to some kind of vocational school. Nine per cent
graduated from secondary school. None had gained a higher education. The
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average length of homelessness (rough sleeping or staying in the forest) had been
6.46 years. The majority (64 percent) of clients lived together with a partner, spouse
or other family members. About two-third of clients had a substance abuse
problem, with 95 per cent addicted to alcohol and 5 per cent to drugs (some of the
drug-addicts also had alcohol issues).

When entering the project, 76 per cent of clients had some kind of income. However,
only 15 per cent of all clients were in possession of a regular income, 37 per cent
had some kind of temporary job (including street paper vending). Almost a quarter
(24 percent) lived from collecting garbage or begging, one fifth (19 percent) received
either old age or disability pension. Very few people received unemployment (2
percent) or social benefits (3 percent).

Project participation

The average length of participation in the project was nine months. Forty percent
remained housed for the whole period of time agreed, while 60 per cent left the
project and/or accommodation before this point. This extremely high non-comple-
tion rate can be explained by the large number of clients who decided to quit the
project after having signed the agreement. These (63 clients) started with the
project but took part in the project for 6 months or less.

Income /employment outcomes

There were some changes in terms of clients’ income and/or employment status.™
By the end of the project, the proportion of people without any income decreased
from 17 to 9 per cent for the completers. There was an increase in the share of those
who had a regular income (from 15 to 21 percent). There was a noticeable decrease
in the share of temporary jobs (from 37 to 30 percent). Also significantly fewer
people relied on collecting garbage or begging (15 percent compared to 24 percent).
These changes may be explained by the fact that by the end of the project a much
greater proportion (33 percent compared to 24 percent earlier) of people received
some kind of social benefit (pension, unemployment or social benefits). This may
be the result of the co-operation with support workers who helped clients to obtain
these forms of support.

10 Starting figures below refer to all clients while end-of-cooperation figures refer only to those who
stayed in the program at least until the agreed period of cooperation.
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Accommodation Outcomes

Support workers consulted with clients about what type of accommodation they
would ideally prefer. There were four main options available: renting a bedroom or
an apartment; buying a trailer; buying one’s own property; or a workers’ hostel or
a hostel for homeless people in Budapest. In all cases, the money for the accom-
modation was not given directly to the clients; rather it was paid by the organisation
to the landlord/owner/company instead.

Chart 1 shows the accommodation status for the first place the 150 clients moved
to following signing up to the project (first column) and at the end of the individual
contracts with clients (second column). Completion data is shown for 88 people as
62 clients left the project.

Rented accommodation

For those with some kind of a stable income (whether pension, benefit or paid
work), renting a bedroom or an apartment/house was often the best housing option.
Outreach workers helped clients to find accommodation although most homeless
people found their own housing. Key workers were present at the signing of the
contracts, and they often handed the rent/deposit directly to the landlord. The
re-housing support mostly covered the deposit and the rent, while tenants were
responsible for paying for utilities. The amount of financial support usually
decreased over time, so tenants had to pay an increasing proportion of the costs
of their housing.

Rented accommodation was the preferred option for couples (to offer more privacy
and because sharing of costs made this more achievable), as well as for families
hoping to reunite with their children. The project recorded that couples proved to
be more successful in sustaining their new form of housing than single people.
However, retaining private rented accommodation proved extremely difficult for
most clients. During the project, a total of 85 people (56 percent) rented a room or
an apartment, however only 25 remained in this accommodation at the end of the
project (Chart 1).
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Chart1: Type of housing during and at the end of co-operation period
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Trailers

Trailers are an unusual housing option in Hungary and the option was offered
following a request from one couple. Support staff considered that trailers could
potentially be financially sustainable in the long term and could also suit the
special needs of people moving in directly from the forest (for instance where they
could bring all their belongings or pets. However, as there are no official trailer
parks in Hungary, it took considerable effort to find a place where a trailer could
be stored in the long-term. A park outside of Budapest was found that offered a
building with a common toilet, shower, laundry and kitchen, while the trailers
could use the electricity and water from the main building (that tenants had to pay
for themselves). A total of 19 people moved to a trailer, with 18 remaining there at
the end of the contract agreement.

Where two people moved together, housing support could cover the price of the
trailer as well as subsidise the rent and utilities for a few months. Trailers were
bought second-hand for €600-800. The trailers were bought to be the property
of the NGOs. Each trailer cost a monthly rent of €60, plus €20 for common
expenses, as well as an individual electricity bill. According to the contract with
clients, after two years of smooth co-operation, clients could ‘inherit’ the trailer



74 European Journal of Homelessness _ Volume 7, No. 2, December 2013
AR RN

and it would officially become their own property. Where the agreement was
violated, new residents could move to the trailer and it remained the property of
the service provider.

Most of the people who live here work normally. They get up at five or four in the
morning... Some of them look through the garbage bins of the inner city, some
in the outer districts. Some collect metal and take it to a recycling station. They
earn 2-3-4 thousand forints a day, which is enough for them. Small families, the
woman is at home, they have one or two children... The youngest one is two
months old. (Support worker)

By the time of the research, the Landlord had acquired ownership of four trailers
from the project: either the users sold them to him after becoming full owners, or
in the case of a single person who had died, the landlord acquired it by no legal
inheritor claiming it. The Landlord decided to sell the fourth one as no homeless
person wanted to live there any more. Although residents of the trailer park
appeared to form a community, support workers felt that the park could lead to
clients being segregated from the rest of society. With the park situated on the
border of the city, residents could not easily socialise with others and employment
could be the only field of integration for them. However, many people worked for
the trailer park owner, which could lead to further isolation.

Ownership

Outreach teams only supported six clients in buying their own property. As a home-
owning society, it was understandable that some clients wished to become home-
owners. However the amount of the re-housing support only allowed them to buy
property of very low quality (or a container home) that needed renovation or lacked
water, electricity and gas. Mostly these properties are located in the countryside
far from bigger cities, which decreases the chances of finding a job. Ownership was
only a real option for those with a stable income, usually with a pension.

Workers’ hostel

Workers’ hostel seemed like a good (although a bit more pricy) housing option for
those who did not wish to live in a shelter for the homeless, who needed accom-
modation fast or who could not find a suitable homeless service but did not wish
to live entirely on their own. Workers’ hostels usually offer shared bedrooms,
kitchens and bathrooms, but beds can be reserved even for one night — so people
with no steady income can pay per night. They are very similar to hostels for the
homeless, but there are no social support workers on duty. Seven people took up
a place in one of these hostels at the outset of the project, but only one person was
living there at the end of the agreement.
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Project Challenges

The project encountered a number of key challenges, including the sustainability
of housing, community integration, clients’ lack of independent living skills, the
prejudice of landlords and lack of staff time.

Sustainability

Long-term reintegration into the housing market could only be achieved if tenants
managed to sustain their housing (or move to other similar accommodation).
Arguably the greatest challenge of the project was the lack of clients’ sufficient
income to keep the housing once the financial support ran out. Most people had
no stable work, nor were they capable of working full time due to their physical or
mental state. Support staff tried to help their clients access any social benefits they
might have been entitled to, but even if such was the case, this did not provide
enough income to retain their housing. Therefore most people had to find some
type of paid work to retain the housing and this was not easy for clients and staff.

We were glad to be out of the streets, but it did not turn out so well in the end.
To be out of the forest, | mean. But after renting the apartment, we could not get
ajob. Even if | was called in for an interview, they would see that | am Roma, they
would see that | don’t have an address... | never made it. | think this is why many
of us have failed. There was not enough money to pay for the apartment. | really
think if we had had work, and more money, we would not have moved back to
the forest. (Participant)

As housing support only lasted for about 12 months, those not able to live indepen-
dently at this point had no choice but to return to the streets. Even during the 12
months of receiving housing support, clients had to pay their share for accom-
modation, which often exceeded one third of their income. Those with no or very
low income could not choose to move to independent rented accommodation,
simply because they could not have afforded it even with the support. This could
explain why staff emphasise the role of a job or another sort of stable income, and
why some teams preferred to support those homeless people who were more likely
to succeed this way.

| do not have enough money to rent an apartment. There is no housing support,
and | don’t make enough to rent something for the two of us. You cannot even
rent a place for €180, but even if you could, you would still need to pay more for
the utilities. Altogether €260-300. Where would | get that sort of money? We both
receive unemployment benefit, so we have €170 for the two of us. Plus whatever
we can make. We have to make this last for the whole month. (Participant)
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In this situation, couples were generally more successful than single persons as
they could share the costs of living and could also provide each other with support.
However, success was not dependent on family status alone, it was also related to
addiction: couples were more successful when at least one of them did not have
(severe) alcohol problems. Support workers found that families with small children
were the ones that were the most motivated to access and sustain their accom-
modation. Often this was the condition to regain custody of their children, and be
allowed to take care of them.

Community integration

Another challenge faced by some tenants was how to manage their own behaviour
in a new accommodation setting, and also sometimes the behaviour of their peers.
Living in the forest had its own rules: some homeless people had lived there as part
of a forest community, sharing their income and some household chores together.
These people got used to the rules of the forest community, and could struggle
when trying to adapt to a new set of rules. For example, several people with severe
alcohol dependence issues from one community moved to the trailer park together,
and brought with them the chaotic lifestyle they had been used to in the forest. This
is what the owner of the trailer-park (the landlord in this case) recalls:

When the first tenants arrived, they used to have big parties. Most of our tenants
were alcoholics. Today they drink a bit. I've never seen people drink like them
before: they stand in one place, drink palinka [local strong liqueur], have misty
eyes and then wet their pants. When they get up, their first thought is to go and
beat up their wives.... In the beginning we had to call the police several times.
One man set fire to his trailer, with his wife inside. Another one was caught
stealing at night. (Landlord)

Some homeless people decided in the very beginning not to live in normal rented
accommodation, because they feared neighbourhood conflicts. As one woman,
living with her partner, explained:

Right in the beginning, | said we wanted to move to a trailer. | knew my husband,
| knew that when he drank, he should not be around other people. So rented
accommodation or a shelter was not an option for us. | said: ‘let’s move to a
trailer’. (Participant)

In these cases — especially in the trailer park, but also in some rented accommoda-
tion where several friends had moved together — the old values clashed with the
new ones. Community integration was a challenge as the old community still
surrounded people, while a new community was also pressing them with new
demands. Intensive support work could have prevented evictions in some cases,
but usually staff could only visit their tenants once or twice a month.
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Some people in rented accommodation struggled with the close proximity of neigh-
bours as well. The man quoted below, together with his wife, was eventually evicted
after several complaints by their neighbours:

They [the neighbours] didn’t like it when we had a fight. The walls are thin, they
could hear everything.... But | could have made a fuss because of their baby
crying in the middle of the night. Or one of these gigantic men beating up his
wife..... Anyway, | didn’t like their attitude. It made me crazy: | turned the DVD
player and the radio up real loud. What do they think, telling me how to live in my
own home? ! (Participant)

Often, staff were called in too late or not at all, so they could not offer their help in
mediating between their clients, the landlord and the neighbours. The most typical
problems were complaints by neighbours because of loud or aggressive behaviour
(either within the apartment or towards people in the neighbourhood) or the moving
in of several other people (often more chaotic in behaviour than the original tenants).
This process unfortunately left a mark on landlords in several cases, and some who
were originally open to offer their housing for vulnerable populations have since
changed their minds.

Several homeless people mentioned anxiety and stress as the cause, related to the
insecurity of their housing situation, of their disruptive behaviour.

We argued less after we moved here. We argued all the time beforehand! We
both had been very tense. When we had lived in [normal housing] before, we did
not argue. After we had spent some time there, we knew we could go home and
feel safe. But when... we did not know how much longer we could keep living
there, we started to fight again. We felt very insecure. Then we argued about
every little thing — like how much money one of us spent that day. (Participant)

Re-learning household skills

Independent living skills (cleaning, shopping, cooking etc.) were often a struggle
for clients who moved to rented apartments. Support workers did not generally
have extra time to help tenants with these issues and felt that it should have been
a key aspect of the project. In certain cases a lack of these skills led to the renuncia-
tion of the contract by the landlord (for example, one tenant did not use the rooms
properly, chopped wood in the kitchen or stored large quantities of garbage inside).

Landlord prejudices against homeless people

In some cases, homeless people reported that they experienced prejudice from
potential landlords when looking for a flat. It was often a dilemma whether to tell
the potential landlord about the person’s homelessness or not. In certain cases it
was inevitable as the support organisation transferred the re-housing support
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directly to the landlord. Some landlords preferred it this way as well, as they felt a
well-known organisation served as some kind of security. Other homeless people
decided not to share this information with their landlord or their new community:

There were two nice couples on the same corridor where we lived. They were
Hungarians, not Roma, but they still invited us over for the evening, and we also
invited them over. We would drink coffee together, or share some beers. We did
not tell them about our lives. | would say that we came from the east of the
country. | would share this before they even asked about us. | would say that we
came to find work. They did not see me there during the day. | left in the morning;
| went back in the evening. They thought | had a job. They did not know we lived
on garbage. (Participant)

Support workers were always present at the negotiation of the contract, but the
contract was between the landlord and the tenants directly. One difficulty that
support workers had to face was that some landlords were not willing to sign a
contract. Rental contracts were normally signed by the landlord and tenants, while
the supporting organisation also made a separate co-operation agreement with
each client. In the absence of the support workers, landlords often refused to give
an invoice/receipt after they took the deposit worth 2-3 months rent.

The landlord said it was way enough if one of us was registered in the flat. | came
first and when | wanted to register my woman, he said no. So she doesn’t have
an address now. (Participant)

Staff also felt that often the landlords themselves were not much better off than
their tenants, and tried to take advantage of the tenants. In some cases, they tried
to raise the rent after the first few weeks; in several cases they were unwilling to
return the deposit when the contract ended. One organisation mentioned a secret
agreement between the client and the landlord: after the support worker had given
the deposit to the landlord, they shared it and the client did not really move in to
the apartment.

Man: The landlord was a thief!

Woman: We paid as much for one room as we had paid for the whole apartment
in the previous place. And we couldn’t take a shower any time we wanted.

Man: Shared bathroom? Shared kitchen? Leave me alone - they locked the door
of these places, so we could not use them! (Participants)

Families with small children, Roma people and people with obvious marks on their
faces left by their street lifestyle reported having a difficulty finding accommodation
where landlords would trust them with the keys.
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Support by staff

As mentioned before, there was only a small amount of funding available for support
work by staff in the re-housing project." Most of the support work was carried out
by those outreach workers or staff from day centres who had known the tenants
while living in the forest, usually after their regular work shift. In addition, tenants
often moved to another district, thus creating additional difficulties to keeping in
touch on aregular basis. It is likely that more intensive support would have resulted
in higher tenancy sustainment, as well as more people accessing the private market
in the first place.

Staff reported that in some cases they were at a loss as to what they should do in
their new role of providing home visits as opposed to visiting people in the forest
(most often bringing with tea, sandwiches, vitamins and blankets, as well as infor-
mation). In some case this was cited as the other reason (apart from time constraints)
for limiting support work to taking care of financial and administrative details.
Tenants, on the other hand, mentioned their disappointment at the change in the
support offered by staff — the change from living in the forest to living in some kind
of accommodation, but also the change after the support had expired. One woman,
having moved to the trailer park with her spouse and a friend, talked about her
disappointment about not being entitled to the Christmas packages they had
enjoyed while living in the forest. Another woman mentioned how she was disillu-
sioned by the team who did not visit them after the support had ran out, even when
her husband (“whom they had all liked”) fell ill and eventually died'.

The staff consisted mostly of outreach workers, with a qualification of social work
or social education. Many of them expressed the need for involving professionals
with other qualifications, particularly in mental health issues, substance abuse and
legal expertise on housing, which would have helped them in those cases where
they felt inadequately trained.

17 About €18 a month per tenant — the equivalent of about 4-5 hours of paid work. Calculating the
time spent on transport as well, this did not allow for more than two visits a month on average.

12 They did help in arranging — and paying for — the funeral, though.
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Conclusions

The biggest challenge for the makers of housing policy in transitional countries
is to provide institutional assistance to those social groups who have become
vulnerable due to structural changes in the economy, including the privatization
of housing and the commoditization of public services. (Hegedus, 2011, p.24)

Since transition, Hungarian housing policy has focused on home ownership, with
little attention to the social sector with the exception of privatising the stock to
reduce its capacity further at a time of growing need. The private rented sector is
often the only option for housing for vulnerable populations, yet this sector is poorly
prepared to respond to the needs of homeless people. Landlords can be reluctant
to accommodate people with support needs. This study has also shown very
starkly how housing allowances, and other benefits, are inadequate in assisting
people to sustain housing in Hungary without additional special assistance from
homelessness funds. Arguably, if the state does not have enough capacity to offer
social housing to all who need it, and the construction of social housing units is not
feasible, sustainable housing benefits should be made available for all those with
a low income who need to be housed through the private rental market. Housing
benefits should cover (a share of) both rent and utilities, and should last as long as
needed, and not just for a limited amount of time.

Hungarian policy also has to focus on combating the shortcomings of the current
official system of address registration. Landlords should be obliged to register
tenants (if they wish to be registered). Any system of social support has to be
devised so that those who are vulnerable do not miss out on any benefits because
of their insecure situation.

The present study has also highlighted that finding employment is of central impor-
tance in re-housing vulnerable populations in Central and Eastern European
countries. It is essential partly because (in most cases at least) a stable income is
needed to sustain housing, and partly because of the additional benefits it offers,
including meaningful activity and opportunities for social integration. Gaining employ-
ment is recognised as an important element in preventing and ending homelessness
across Europe, including the need for supported employment schemes for homeless
people (FEANTSA, 2009). If there are no jobs (which unfortunately is the case in many
member states in the current economic crisis), a sufficient minimum income needs
to be available for those who are living in vulnerable situations.

However, reflecting homelessness experience more generally throughout Europe,
the present study also strongly suggests that housing allowances or an adequate
income may not be enough for housing sustainment: some people also need other
forms of support to be able to enter the housing market, and to retain the housing
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in the long term. Individual support needs to be available for those homeless
people, especially former rough sleepers with issues of mental health and/or
substance abuse who are moving into the private housing market. This study also
highlights how support may need to be quite intensive at times and that support
should be flexible to meet needs. Support staff should have the capacity to carry
out their work during work hours, rather than as additional employment after their
main day job has ended, an issue that is not usually faced by most Western
European countries.

In Hungary, there is a relatively well developed NGO homelessness sector capable
of delivering innovative new programmes, and one which has already had substan-
tial influence on policy making in this area. However, although Budapest has a
housing and homelessness strategy, there is no overall homeless policy at a
national level, and whilst some national funding has been made available to address
homelessness, overall it is a relatively low policy priority. In short, present home-
lessness policy is not well equipped to address systemic problems that lead to
homelessness and housing exclusion.

As outlined, homelessness services in Hungary mainly offer basic shelter and
hostel services within a broad ‘staircase’ framework (with missing higher rungs).
Housing First, and/or a housing led approach, is now acknowledged as offering a
good model as to how chronically homeless people can be helped with housing,
supported by evidence of high rates of housing retention (Tsemberis, 2010). The
relatively intensive support available in this model, including support from specialist
mental health and addiction teams, is unlikely to be easily replicated in the
Hungarian context. However, this study has shown that people who have slept
rough for many years can move straight into private rented housing or alternative
options such as housing trailers. Retention rates however are low due to the rela-
tively low level of support and particularly lack of financial resources to meet rela-
tively high rents in the sector. At the very least, Hungarian homelessness policy
should work towards providing longer term schemes that can offer people assis-
tance for a number of years; giving them a greater opportunity to address support
needs and re-engage with work.

While re-housing former homeless people, especially rough sleepers with a long
history of homelessness will mean the allocation of scarce resources, there is
increasing evidence that there are also substantial gains to society (Culhane et al,
2002). This includes both financial gains, for example fewer days spent in prison or
hospital, and also humane gains of a more just society where no-one has to live in
precarious situations such as in a forest due to inadequate housing options.
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Introduction

The Ministry for Labour and Social Solidarity had overall responsibility for The
National Strategy for the Integration of Homeless People (ENIPSA), which was
launched in March 2009; ENIPSA was the first strategic approach to homelessness
at a national level in Portugal. The drafting and approval of ENIPSA was embedded
within a policy trajectory that was characterised both by changes in the debate
around social issues (Pereirinha, 2006), and also by the persistence of “old” forms
of service provision and entrenched patterns of engagement between different
stakeholders (Baptista, 2009). The approval of the National Strategy created the
potential for change within the homelessness sector which benefited from the
implementation of new forms of local public policies to tackle the phenomena of
poverty and social exclusion (Guerra, 2002) and by the development of innovative
forms of partnership at the local level (Baptista and O’Sullivan, 2008). Mounting
evidence from within the EU regarding the importance of developing integrated
strategies to tackle homelessness was the external key driver for the recognition of
the relevance of a national strategic approach towards homelessness.

Yet, the implementation of ENIPSA and its success in bringing about actual change
in the delivery of homelessness services also depended on its ability to overcome
some structural constraints, some of which had already been identified during the
drafting stage (Baptista, 2009). The homelessness sector in Portugal has traditionally
been characterised by fragmentation, a lack of common guidelines and an absence
of cooperative initiatives. In recent years, there has been a clear evolution in the
homelessness sector; there is greater diversification in the type of services provided,
a growing involvement on the part of local municipalities and increased participation
in local networks. However, the diverse — and even conflicting — organisational
philosophies, practices and structures of NGOs working with the homeless popula-
tion, the nature of their relationships with the funding entities, particularly with the
State, the continuity of funding mechanisms that do not enhance, but rather curtail
interagency work, and the persistence of a very restricted and often individualised
conceptualisation of homelessness raise important challenges to the implementation
of an integrated and strategic approach to homelessness.

Moreover, the promised policy change introduced by the approval of the first
Southern European strategy on homelessness also depended on the ability of
different institutional stakeholders to deepen — or at least sustain — a challenging
redefined power balance (Baptista, 2009) within the framework of social policy
making, and on the ability to redefine the allocation of resources towards a “new”
state project competing with other — already existing — state projects (Baptista and
O’Sullivan, 2008).
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A new political orientation introduced in mid-2011, following the resignation of the
Government, and the resulting shift in power from the Socialist Party to a coalition of
the liberal conservative Social Democratic Party and the right-wing conservative
People’s Party, increased the challenges in implementing ENIPSA. The most
emblematic of this shift was the Social Emergency Plan (PES) launched by the
Ministry of Solidarity and Social Security, which seemed to stem from an ideological
shift regarding the role of social policies, their understanding of poverty and social
exclusion and the model of cooperation between the State and social providers
(namely NGOs). Its focus on the reinforcement of the emergency side of service
provision, its ethical perspective on the poor and their “debt to society” and the new
paradigm of the relationship between the State and NGOs are clearly not compatible
with integrated rights-based strategies aimed at promoting social change and
fostering social inclusion, especially among the most vulnerable populations.

It is of particular relevance that the approach taken by the PES announced a new
type of relationship between the State and the NGOs: “Social institutions are there
to help others and now the time has come for the Government, humbly, to ask for
their help”.? This perspective introduces a model of cooperation which is not
compatible with promoting a framework for cooperation between the State and the
NGO sector based on the definition of aims, of mutual responsibilities, on the
establishment of quality standards, and on the need for increased monitoring and
assessment of the services provided. This kind of”blank check®- welcomed by
many NGOs - also represents a withdrawal of the State’s responsibilities in strategi-
cally addressing social inclusion challenges. The fact that ENIPSA disappeared
from both the 2012 and the 2013 National Reform Programmes? illustrates the”’new
directions“of on-going reforms of social welfare policies.

2 Minister for Solidarity and Social Security’s speech in the presentation of the Social Emergency
Plan (PES)[August 2011].

3 The National Reform Programmes are the annual plans with the reforms and measures to make
progress towards smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, in areas such as employment,
research, innovation, energy or social inclusion submitted by each Member State to the EC.
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Social Welfare Policies, Social Inclusion and the Crisis:
Where “Old” Challenges Meet “New” Trends

The Portuguese welfare regime is often characterised as underdeveloped compared
with the core European countries and sharing characteristics with other southern
welfare models, which include the centrality of family solidarity networks; the inef-
ficiency of welfare-state institutions (Karamessini, 2008); the relatively weak main-
stream welfare safety nets (Stephens et al, 2010); the high level of state centralisation
and the highly fragmented civil society (Ferreira, 2005). In addition, Mozzicafredo
(1997) argues that the structuring of the welfare state in Portugal has been a
disjointed and fragmented process, both as a result of different power pressures
and imbalances coming from social groups as well as available public resources.

Portugal has one of the highest levels of income poverty among EU15 member
states. The most recent statistical data show that the poverty rate remained almost
unchanged between 2009 and 2011. However, the poverty threshold was lowered
in 2010, thus, given the decline in the overall median income in Portugal, people
with the same income have now exited poverty, without any actual improvement in
their living conditions. The Portuguese National Statistical Institute released the
poverty rates for the same years, using a poverty threshold anchored in time (2009)
in order to counter balance the effects of the lowering national median income. The
figures show an increase in the poverty rate from 17.9 percent in 2009 to 19.6
percent in 2010 and a further increase to 21.3 percent in 2011. Such poverty rates
had not been registered since the mid 1990’s. On the other hand, the impact of
social transfers in reducing the risk of poverty is decreasing.

The social impacts of the economic crisis in Portugal have been exacerbated by
the implementation of successive austerity packages. The successive cuts and
restrictions imposed on social benefits, the reduction of salaries, the freezing of
pensions, and increased taxation are just some of the factors that are contributing
to the erosion of the fragile gains that were achieved in reducing poverty and
inequality in the last two decades. The renewed deepening of ‘old structural trends’
which had previously been partially addressed (e.g. in-work poverty, child poverty,
inequality) is occurring whilst a continuing inability to learn from failures and to
anticipate or even assess the impacts of policy measures continues to be deeply
rooted in the Portuguese policy making process (Baptista and Perista, 2013).
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Access to Housing in Portugal and Homelessness

According to the Portuguese Constitution: “All have the right to have, for themselves
and their family, a house of an adequate size, with comfort and hygienic conditions
and which allows the preservation of individual life and family privacy” (Article 65°
of the Portuguese Constitution). Although the right to housing exists in Portugal, it
is not an enforceable right. In common with other Mediterranean regimes, the
Portuguese housing system is characterised by a high rate of home ownership and
high levels of unencumbered ownership, a small social rented sector and a low
reliance on housing allowances.

In allocating of social housing in Portugal, priority is given to people living in
shanties, living in very low quality housing as well as to economically vulnerable
people. Major rehousing programmes launched in the mid 1990’s managed to
reduce the number of shanties from 16105 units in 1991 to 2052 in 2011. Social
housing represents a marginal share of the total housing sector: In 2011 the social
housing sector represented 2 percent of the total housing units, but it accounted
for 14.3 percent of the total rented sector. The limitations on the supply side of the
rental market and the promotion of owner-occupied housing through a means-
tested, subsidised mortgage credit system, together with cultural factors, have
curtailed the actual range of alternative routes to access housing.

The homeless population — as defined by the National Strategy — has not been a
priority group when it comes to the allocation of social housing. The national legis-
lation determines that social housing addresses the needs of households defined
as “living in a situation of serious housing disadvantage.™ The definition of housing
disadvantage was not conceived with the concern to address homelessness. Given
the scarcity of social housing in Portugal and the focus of public housing policies
and programmes on the situation of households living in very degraded accom-
modation (e.g. shanties), the ETHOS categories included in the homelessness
official definition have not been given the necessary attention. On the other hand,
in Portugal, homelessness has been understood as an issue to be tackled primarily
by social services, rather than housing services. Until now, homelessness has not
yet been addressed by substantive measures in terms of housing policy.

4 Households living in a situation of serious housing disadvantage means those households”which
are permanently living in dwellings or parts of dwellings or other building structures which are
temporary, characterised by serious conditions of security, hygiene or overcrowding, as well as
those situations of households who urgently — either temporarily or permanently — have no place
to live due to the total or partial destruction of their dwellings or because of the demolition of the
temporary structures they were inhabiting.” Decree-Law 54/2007 of March 12th 2007.
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Three main barriers have prevented homeless people from accessing housing in
Portugal: 1) the not recognising that houseless and roofless people need permanent
accommodation, in addition to social services; 2) the focus of social housing efforts
in the rehousing of families living in insecure (from a physical perspective) accom-
modation; 3) the scarcity of social housing. In addition, the emergency and provi-
sional nature of many institutional responses, the lack of support aimed at
resettlement, and the absence of prevention-oriented interventions have directly
contributed to the persistence of homelessness.

The Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness

The Portuguese strategy is largely made up of a set of general aims that are to be
implemented at the local level. Its two main aims are:

e To enhance the evidence base on homelessness through the adoption of an
agreed definition and a shared information and monitoring system;

e To promote quality in homelessness services and responses.

These aims are translated into operational or strategic objectives, which in turn
correspond to targets and specific activities. Specific areas of action include: (i)
prevention of homelessness arising from evictions or discharge from institutions;
(i) direct intervention in situations of homelessness, focusing on the clarification of
procedures and responsibilities and also on innovative approaches; (ijii) follow-up
support after resettlement, which is to be achieved through the local social
networks; (iv) staff training, as a way of improving services to homeless people.

The Strategy is based on a fairly narrow definition of homelessness: “A homeless
person is considered to be an individual who, regardless of nationality, age, sex,
socio-economic status and mental and physical health, is roofless and living in a
public space or insecure form of shelter or accommodated in an emergency shelter,
or is houseless and living in temporary accommodation for homeless people”
(GIMAE, 2010b, p.18).

Local action is strongly promoted by the Strategy. Guidelines for local assessment
of homelessness and for local plans to tackle the issue are disseminated at a national
level. These plans are to be defined and implemented within the local social networks
in accordance with the Strategy’s directions. The local units (NPISA) are closely
involved in preventive and remedial action, as well as in information gathering.
Specific targets are agreed at the local level. The Strategy also establishes an organi-
sational structure for the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the Strategy,
both at a national level (e.g. executive and consultation bodies) and at a local level
(e.g. executive units, cooperation with local social networks).



Part B _ Policy Reviews 93
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

A dedicated budget of €75m for the implementation of the Strategy was announced
when the Strategy was launched. However, there is no evidence of how (and if) this
budget has in fact been allocated to the implementation of ENIPSA. No information
regarding the allocations of funds has ever been included in the Strategy’s annual
action plans since the first action plan. The National Strategy document itself did
not include any reference to the budgeting of the activities foreseen for the several
implementation stages. This gap has previously been identified as a major short-
coming of the Strategy (Baptista, 2009). This lack of information regarding budget
allocation has not been found in other national homelessness strategies, for
example in Denmark or in the Netherlands (Benjaminsen, 2013; Hermans, 2012).

Implementation of the Strategy

A key feature of the first Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness was the
establishment and the consolidation of a strong partnership approach initiated at
the drafting stage (Baptista, 2009), which was considered an important asset for
the implementation stage. Therefore, the review of the implementation of the
Portuguese Strategy will start by presenting and discussing the development of
such governance arrangements in order to better understand the successes and
failures of the Strategy from the second quarter of 2009 onwards.

The governance structure through the implementation stage:

a missed opportunity for policy change?
“The Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness was suggested as a
subject for Peer Review mainly because of the comprehensive and participative
approach developed in all phases of strategic development — design, implemen-
tation, monitoring and evaluation.(...) There is a clear concern throughout the
Strategy to address the issue of the participation of different stakeholders in
implementation, and this is one of its guiding principles.“(Fitzpatrick, 2011, p.15)

The ENIPSA governance structure, which was designed during the drafting of the
Strategy, was meant to be redesigned during the implementation stage, reinforcing
the continuity of the collaborative partnership arrangements. The nurturing role of
the Strategy’s coordination was considered to be crucial to ensuring the success
of the Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness (Baptista, 2009).

The Strategy foresaw the redesign of the core Inter-Institutional Group (GIMAE),
which was responsible for devising the Strategy. At the central level, the GIMAE was
split into two structures: The executive unit composed by organisations directly
involved in the development of the activities foreseen in the action plans; and an
extended committee with a consultative nature. A consultative body should also have
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been created but it never materialised. Eight smaller working groups were also
created, including researchers, experts and different organisations oriented towards
the key strategic objectives. These smaller groups were established with the aim to
assist the work of the executive unit. No additional financial resources were allocated
for the operation of any of these structures. All entities — public or private — provided
their human resources on a voluntary basis. At the local level it was envisaged that
there would be the gradual establishment of Local Homelessness Planning and
Intervention Units (NPISA), responsible for coordinating the local provision of home-
lessness services, in line with the Strategy’s guidelines. These focal points are also
the local homelessness counterparts of the national executive unit.

It is possible to identify two different stages (see Table 1) regarding the operation
of these governance structures — particularly at the central level — during the imple-
mentation stage that lasted from mid-2009 to the end of the first quarter 2013.

Table 1: ENIPSA Central Level Government Structures During Implementation Stage
Mid 2011-Mid 2013

Mid 2009-Beginning 2011

Structures planned

Operational Status

Structures Planned

Operational Status

Executive Unit

Fully operational
(Monthly meetings
and active support
to local units)

Executive Unit

Partially operational
(Irregular meetings;
support to local
units ceased)

Enlarged Commission

Fully operational
(Bi-annual meetings)

Enlarged Commission

Not operational
(Meetings ceased) (1)

Consultative Committee

Not assigned

Consultative
Committee

Not assigned

Working Groups

Fully operational
(Meetings variable
according to tasks)

Working Groups

Not operational
(Working groups
dismantled) (2)

(1) Enlarged Commission started to operate again in the second quarter of 2013.

(2) New Working Groups set up in the second quarter of 2013 and operated until July 2012. Presently the
Working Groups are at a halt.

The first phase covered a period of one and half year (mid 2009-beginning of 2011).
During this stage, the executive unit and the extended committee were set up and
met regularly (on a monthly and on a quarterly basis, respectively). The activating
and nurturing (Baptista, 2009) role of the coordinating entity® was kept throughout
this whole period.

During this period both national level structures were reinforced by new partners
who joined in, given their strategic importance for the development of the activities
foreseen in the annual action plans. Such is the case, for example, of the National

5 TheInstitute for Social Security under the responsibility of the Ministry for Solidarity and Social Security.
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Statistics Institute on the use and dissemination of the homelessness definition, the
information system to be developed and also the 2011 census operation. The eight
working groups were set up and actively operating until the end of the second
quarter of 2010. Most of the outcomes regarding some of the activities mentioned
before — e.g. training modules for professionals, initial drafts for risk indicators —
were prepared by those groups.

The coordination of the ENIPSA - supported by the executive unit — was responsible
for preparing the 2009 activity report of the implementation of the activities. The
2010 report was not finalised, although in early 2011, a summary of the activities
implemented until November 2010 among the members of the ENIPSA structures
was circulated. The second phase of the implementation period initiated in the
second quarter of 2011 was characterised by profound changes in the coordinating
team and by the overall institutional changes that followed the shift in political
power, which took place after the June 2011 elections. During this second stage,
the central structures almost ceased to work: the executive unit still met a couple
of times over the two years, but the activities of the enlarged consultative body
ceased. The working groups were also dismantled and their activities ceased. No
annual reports on the implementation of the strategy were circulated during this
stage. In March 2013 the new coordinators of the ENIPSA circulated an executive
summary with an overview of the implementation of the activities from 2009 to 2012.

In short, the expected continuity in the collaborative operating mode of the central
governance structures of the National Strategy was not achieved. The level of coop-
eration and communication achieved between the different entities and the different
participants during the policy design stage did not withstand the organisational (and
individual) changes and, most of all, the institutional setback of the coordinating
agency for the implementation of the first Portuguese Homelessness Strategy.

At the local level, the scenario is somewhat different in spite of the impacts of these
two contradictory stages within the development of the national governance struc-
tures. As referred to before there has been a gradual implementation of local
homelessness units — mostly led by the local authorities but also by local social
security services and in some cases by NGOs - in different municipalities since the
launching of the National Strategy. The main difference regarding the operation of
the local units is the level of support that was given by the central structure of the
ENIPSA during the two stages of implementation. The evaluation of the
Homelessness Strategy had foreseen the involvement of external agencies both in
its initial stage and in its latter stage. The former step regarded the diagnosis of the
situation in 2009 and the latter, an outcome evaluation using the 2009 base line in
order to assess the effectiveness of the interventions carried out during the first
years. This evaluation was never carried out due to budgetary constraints and to
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the disturbances occurred in the coordination of the ENIPSA. In March 2013, a new
coordinating team was established within the Institute for Social Security and the
two central structures of the ENIPSA were given a new impetus. New working
groups have been established and have started to operate. Budgetary constraints
remain within the overall context of public spending cuts.

Finally, it is important to refer that — contrary to other national strategies or plans
(e.g. the National Strategy for the Integration of Roma Communities or the Plan for
the Integration of Immigrants) — the ENIPSA was never established on a statutory
basis. Since the approval of the Strategy in 2009, several efforts and concrete
proposals for a Resolution were presented by the Inter-Institutional Group with the
agreement of all the statutory and non-statutory entities involved. This proposal of
Resolution never succeeded to get through to the Council of Ministers, the approval
of which is necessary to turn the ENIPSA into a legally binding document. At the
present moment, a new attempt is under preparation following the apparent new
impetus given by the Ministry of Solidarity and Social Security to the implementa-
tion of the National Strategy.

Enhancing knowledge and improving evidence base for policy development

The Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness is organised around two main
axes, one of which directly relates to enhancing evidence-based knowledge on
homelessness through the use and dissemination of an agreed definition of home-
lessness, and of a shared information and monitoring system. In Portugal, there has
been a lack of reliable data on homelessness. The first national survey (one night
count) was launched in 2005 under the responsibility of the Institute for Social
Security (ISS) and aimed at identifying and characterising “all the people who were
sleeping rough, in the city head of the municipality in inland® Portugal, during a fixed
period of time.”(ISS, 2005). A total of 467 people sleeping rough were identified and
characterised. In 2009, the ISS launched a second national survey addressed at all
inland municipalities. A total of 2133 people in a homelessness situation — corre-
sponding to the official definition of homelessness included in the National Strategy”
- were identified across the responding 53 municipalities (out of the 308). The most
part of the situations (63 percent) were identified in Lisbon and Porto. In 2011 the
Census recorded a total of 696 homelessness situations in Portugal, which cover
only conceptual categories 1.1. and 1.2. (roofless) of the ETHOS typology.

6 The survey did not cover municipalities in the Autonomous Regions of Azores and Madeira.

7 The definition includes both homeless and houseless people, where the former corresponds to
all the situations on the street overnight accommodation and unconventional (car, abandoned
building...) and the second to situations of emergency accommodation, temporary accommoda-
tion or pension or rented room which is paid for by social security services.
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Several criticisms have been voiced — primarily by NGO service providers — noting
the lack of scope of the national counts undertaken and the fact that they only
capture a minor portion of the total homeless population, namely since it excludes
all houseless situations. On the other hand, the statistics on clients regularly
provided by NGOs are collected in the most diverse ways and their purpose is
essentially for the internal use of each service provider, aiming at the management
of service provision. Each organisation decides on the type of methodology to be
used and the quality of the information produced varies a lot.

The National Strategy on Homelessness set the objective of establishing and
disseminating an official definition of homelessness which would be used as a
common reference for data collection exercises and to build a monitoring and infor-
mation system on homelessness based on the development of a client record system
and of a service provider’s data base. The information system was expected to be
finalised by the end of 2010. The dissemination of the official definition of homeless-
ness was initiated following the approval of the ENIPSA, both through the institutional
bodies represented in the GIMAE and by a wider dissemination towards the local
level, namely through the gradual establishment of the local homelessness units.

According to ENIPSA internal reports (GIMAE, 2010a and b; ENIPSA, 2013a) it was
possible to undertake several activities aiming at the dissemination of the official
definition — namely during the first implementation stage — although several difficul-
ties were identified during this process (e.g. lengthy and bureaucratic intra-institu-
tional communication channels; little availability of the members of the GIMAE
group to participate in dissemination activities, particularly outside Lisbon; some
resistance from service providers working in this field). A questionnaire sent to all
municipalities during 2012 (ENIPSA, 2013b) in order to update the situation at the
local level, showed that 35 out of 58 municipalities® knows and uses the ENIPSA
definition of homelessness; 32 out of 60 municipalities confirmed that they knew
about the existence of the National Strategy.

As regards the building up of the monitoring and information system on homeless-
ness, the building up of a monitoring and information system on homelessness has
not proceeded as planned. By the end of 2010, and contrary to the originally
proposal included in the ENIPSA, it had become impossible to proceed with the
building up of a specific database and information system on homelessness. Aside
from the growing financial constraints, internal difficulties of harmonisation and
“ownership” within the different social security services and respective information
systems were raising insurmountable obstacles to the original idea. Instead, the

8 The questionnaires were sent to all municipalities in inland Portugal (278) and a total of 132
responses were received. The response rate varies according to the different questions included
in the questionnaire, which explains the total of 58 and 60 municipalities referred to in the text.
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ISS proposed the inclusion of the variables recommended at European level
(MPHASIS project?) in the social security system. Additionally, the ISS launched a
national survey —in 2009 and in 2011 - “to allow a local and national diagnosis of
the profile of the homeless population in Portugal.” (ENIPSA, 2013a, p.7) However,
the much-reduced number of responses collected in the 2011 survey prevented the
utilisation of the data collected.

In brief, the National Strategy failed to meet the main objectives proposed regarding
the enhancement of evidence-based knowledge on homelessness. The initiatives
undertaken at the national level, so far, have added little to the persisting lack of
reliable and robust data on homelessness. The lack of support from the central level
during the second stage of implementation of the National Strategy together with the
inexistence of any legal obligation to comply to the Strategy’s guidelines and with the
lack of any additional funding to implement the measures foreseen have contributed
to this mismatch between objectives foreseen and achievements attained. However,
it is important to refer that the adoption of the official definition of homelessness at
the local level by several municipalities (namely those registering the highest home-
lessness figures) has created a common reference basis that may be crucial for future
developments in the field of data collection on homelessness.

Implementing the National Strategy on Homelessness —
from central provisions to local tailoring

The ENIPSA is composed mostly of a set of general aims which are to be imple-
mented at a local level based on specific homelessness plans and under the
guidance of local homelessness networks or key focal points of the local social
networks (depending on the size of the phenomenon and existing local network).
The Strategy proposes the drafting of local plans, which will be set up following a
diagnosis of local needs, and provides specific intervention principles and meth-
odological orientations. Although there is no legal obligation or the provision of any
additional funding for the creation and operation of the local homelessness
networks, a total of 14 local networks (NPISA) were created since 2009. These 14
local units correspond to major urban areas, mostly located in coastal areas where
most of the Portuguese population lives and where homelessness is more extensive.
Most of these local units were created during the first implementation stage. Some
of the major difficulties identified (GIMAE, 2010a and b) as regards the implementa-
tion and operation of these units relate, namely to: the lack of participation of some

9 The MPHASIS project was funded by DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities
PROGRESS Programme and its main objective was to improve the capacity for monitoring
information on homelessness and housing exclusion in the EU. More info on the Project available
at: http://www.trp.dundee.ac.uk/research/mphasis/
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key stakeholders; insufficient human resources allocated to carry out the tasks set
out in the Strategy as regards the role of the local units; insufficient budget alloca-
tion for implementation.

One of the innovative features of the implementation of the ENIPSA at the local level
lies precisely in the dynamics created following the approval of the strategy. Several
existing local networks — usually coordinated by local authorities — managed to set
up specific units for addressing homelessness using the existing local human and
financial resources, in order to respond to the objectives and the guidelines set in
the National Strategy. The issue was brought to the local public agenda, a diagnosis
on homelessness was either made or updated, resources were re-organised and
intervention practices re-examined and adapted to the identified needs.

The effort put in involving major local authorities (e.g. Lisbon and Oporto) and the
national association of municipalities during the preparatory stage of the ENIPSA
and in the first stage of implementation has, in our opinion, given an important
contribution to this local “buy-in”.

One of the priority areas explicitly included in the ENIPSA was that a case manage-
ment approach for homeless individuals be developed and mainstreamed to ensure
that an individual’s unique needs would be addressed and long-term solutions
found. The introduction of such an approach was to be developed by the local
homelessness networks and actively supported by the central ENIPSA team. By
the end of the first quarter 2011 a total of 14 local homelessness networks had been
created. Eleven NPISA had completed their local diagnosis; five had established
their local action plan and three had started to work according to the National
Strategy’s proposed approach, and six were discussing and preparing the intro-
duction of the case management approach within the local network.

The monitoring — by the GIMAE - of the implementation of the Strategy’s activities
during its first stage (from mid-2009 to the beginning of 2011) showed that the work
of the local homelessness networks encountered both facilitating features and
obstacles. Among the former it is important to highlight the local stakeholders’
motivation regarding the involvement in the local homelessness units and the ability
to develop joint local homelessness diagnoses. As regards the case management
approach it was possible to identify difficulties to operationalize some of the
solutions identified, namely as regards the lack of non-temporary housing
solutions™. Moreover, difficulties were also felt regarding identified solutions for the

10 |t is important to recall that owner-occupation remains the main housing tenure in Portugal.
According to the 2011 Census the owner occupation rate was 73.2 percent.
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restructuring of existing accommodation alternatives and the postponing of the
announced funding Programme to support homelessness projects (PLASA) within
the context of the National Strategy.

According to the latest ENIPSA internal report (ENIPSA, 2013b) by the end of 2012,
the number of local homelessness networks had remained the same (14). However,
a total of 26 local units (29 municipalities identified homelessness as a relevant
issue) reported they were developing activities addressing the homeless popula-
tion, within the context of the National Strategy’s policy orientations. The interven-
tion model proposed by the ENIPSA is being implemented in 16 local municipalities
and 13 have already engaged in developing a case management approach
(compared to three by the end of 2010). Most of the local homelessness networks
are being coordinated by the local authority (6 out of 13), followed by NGOs (3) and
the local social security unit (2).

No systematic information is available regarding the achievements and obstacles
felt by these local homelessness networks in implementing the intervention model
proposed by the National Strategy. However, information collected through inter-
views with several responsible officials from local homelessness units highlights
difficulties regarding namely: the sharing of responsibilities among local partners
and changes in existing organisational working models (particularly in bigger terri-
torial units involving a high number of organisations and strong power relation-
ships); the lack of funding support to enable the operation of a model which is staff
demanding; the lack of affordable housing and housing support mechanisms to
sustain resettlement projects; lack of expertise and resources for the management
and treatment of the information collected; overall challenges arising from cuts in
benefits and a shift towards emergency services and supports. Several positive
developments have also been registered as a consequence of the establishment
of these local homelessness networks, namely: the opportunity to bring the home-
lessness issue to local policy agendas; positive engagement of “new” stakeholders
(e.g. the police forces) in a supportive role in addressing homelessness; increased
collaboration among local service providers; development of pilot experiences in
the area of housing-led approaches to tackling homelessness (e.g. housing first
projects) and homelessness prevention (e.g. protocols between statutory prison
services and local homelessness units regarding joint working to prevent home-
lessness following institutional release).

Overall, the local implementation of the National Strategy’s guidelines and recom-
mendations has shown considerable drive taking into consideration the overarching
policy context, e.g., the lack of any enforceable duty to engage in the activities



Part B _ Policy Reviews 101
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

proposed by the ENIPSA; the halt registered in the central level support (human
and financial) foreseen; and the lack of an actual and rigorous monitoring and
evaluation of the Strategy’s objectives and corresponding activities.

Developing effective intervention approaches:
the difficult road towards practice change

The adoption of consistent intervention methodologies, namely the introduction
and development of a case management approach by local homelessness networks
aimed at responding effectively to the multiple needs of homeless clients is impera-
tive. Evidence and experience in international literature has shown the potential of
case management approaches in responding to the increasing complexity of
clients’ support needs. Changing intervention practices was an audacious objective
and one that needed continuity, sustainability and support. The National Strategy
on Homelessness included training and information programmes for the local
homelessness networks’ staff, as well as the development of specific training
resources. These initiatives aimed at supporting the difficult road towards change
involved in the implementation of the Strategy’s proposed working methodology.

It is important to recall that although some NGOs federations had been involved in
the drafting of the ENIPSA and continued to participate in the following implementa-
tion stages, their actual capacity to represent the whole homelessness sector
cannot be taken for granted. In fact, the Portuguese homelessness sector of service
providers is characterised by a wide dispersion of organisations, operating in very
different ways and based on diverse organisational philosophies. Changing working
practices within the sector was therefore a difficult task.

The training and other support activities foreseen for the initial stage of the ENIPSA
implementation might have been a potential drive for achieving those changes.
However, although the structuring of the training activities — namely the building up
of a training programme to support practitioners — was achieved during the first
implementation stage, no follow up took place, i.e. no training was provided to the
support services’ staff.

The recognition that promoting the use of effective, supportive interventions with
people experiencing homelessness involved change in existing practices was one
of the major concerns of the strategic approach introduced in the homelessness
arena by the approval of the first National Strategy on Homelessness. One of the
two major axis of the ENIPSA aims at enhancing the quality of intervention. Thus,
the emphasis that was put on the development of resources that would support the
proposed introduction of an integrated model for the provision of homelessness
services based on the development of a case management approach. The training
programme is currently ready but has not received approval for implementation
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given “the lack of financial resources allocated to the ENIPSA” (ENIPSA, 2013a: 18).
The local homelessness units’ staff of the two major cities should have received
specific training by the end of 2012, a target that was not met.

As referred to in the previous section a total of 13 local homelessness units have
engaged in implementing a case management approach. However, there is no infor-
mation on whether those teams received any kind of information and training support
previous to — and during —the introduction of this new working methodology. At the
central level, the GIMAE was responsible for enabling the necessary support mecha-
nisms for promoting changes towards more effective interventions and for monitoring
the results of this process. This target has not been achieved either.

Finally, it is important to refer that the ENIPSA included the implementation — as a
pilot project — of a housing first project, which would be monitored and evaluated
within the framework of the National Strategy and eventually disseminated following
the experimental stage. This experimental project was launched in September 2009
but both its approval and its monitoring followed a path that rather than being inte-
grated into the operational framework of the ENIPSA ran in parallel, through bi-lateral
arrangements between the funding entity and the implementing organisation.

Quality frameworks for homelessness services and structures —

from intentions to practice

The Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness identified the need to ensure
that homeless people receive quality services and adequate support to meet their
needs. The need for developing quality frameworks for homelessness services and
structures was one of the recommendations of an evaluation carried out by the
Ministry of Solidarity and Social Security in 2007 on the operation of homelessness
services — namely emergency accommodation structures — in three major cities
(Lisbon, Porto and Setubal). The evidence produced showed the existence of
“severe deficiencies in the operation of the structures and the ineffectiveness of
the intervention as regards the insertion and the promotion of autonomy among
homeless people” (ENIPSA, 2013a: 20).

One of the objectives of the ENIPSA aimed at responding to this gap by setting up
several targets as regards the quality improvement of existing structures and
services. These targets included: a) the regulation of the existing social responses
by defining a set of minimum operational criteria; b) the recognition of “reference
services” within the homelessness sector, and c) the evaluation of the existing
structures and services. None of these targets was achieved.

A first proposal for the regulation of existing social responses in this area was
prepared and presented but, once again, it still awaits “superior approval”. The
activities developed by the group in charge of coordinating this area within the
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ENIPSA encountered strong resistance from the very beginning. In fact, the regula-
tion of the homelessness sector remains non-existent. Services and structures
operating in this field are designated as “atypical responses”. Introducing specific
operational criteria and creating new designations for this type of structures and
services within the social security area was particularly difficult. The primary
obstacle regarded the “intrusion” of a “collaborative” way of working among
statutory and non-statutory bodies linked by a relationship framework usually
characterised by multiple dependences (funding, regulation and monitoring), rather
than by horizontal partnership.

The objective of developing quality frameworks for homelessness related services
is at present on a standby situation and it is unclear how this work will progress
within the context of the new impetus that appears to emerge. The lack of a legisla-
tive and regulatory context regarding the ENIPSA will certainly continue to hinder
any intentions or initiatives in such a sensitive area.

Discussion

The implementation stage of the first National Strategy on Homelessness in
Portugal reveals the fragile nature of such initiatives. The lessons learnt throughout
the process of implementing the ENIPSA may present an important opportunity for
other countries — particularly in southern Europe - to discuss and reflect upon the
conditions and challenges that follow the initial stage of any strategic approach to
homelessness. The potential for policy change within the homelessness sector
created by the approval of the National Strategy was confronted with multiple
barriers that evolved across the period of implementation.

In addition, the potential of the ENIPSA for enhancing a strategic development
within the state’s role regarding homelessness has been severely affected by the
political developments that took place in mid-2011. Social policies are moving away
from a policy trajectory supportive of overall strategic approaches, towards piece
meal solutions to social issues. Moreover, the philosophy underlying the social
policy trajectory which is now underway, rather than enhancing the mobilisation of
partnerships and strengthening the enabling role of the State, is retreating to a
model that reinforces existing individualised relationship between those “who fund”
and those “who deliver”.

The lack of any clear and transparent allocation of resources to the implementa-
tion of the ENIPSA - which was identified at the drafting stage — is one of the key
weaknesses that impacted directly on the achievement of the objectives of the
Strategy. Conversely, the resistance to the introduction of a model of financing
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that would privilege the attainment of specific goals - in line with the Strategy’s
priorities and guidelines — continues to hinder the move towards actual change in
the delivery of services.

The absence of umbrella organisations of homelessness service providers, the
strong dependence of NGOs from State funds for their operation and the existing
competition between services were additional obstacles to achieving strategic
changes in the homelessness sector working practices. Nevertheless, and in spite
of the above mentioned constraints and obstacles, the developments that followed
the approval of the ENIPSA, also highlighted the potential for change in the home-
lessness sector at a local level, and the ability of a diverse range of stakeholders to
reorganise intervention practices in a coordinated and sustainable way.

The move towards an evidence-based approach in shaping homelessness policies
was a crucial step in the implementation of the National Strategy. In spite of the
efforts made at the local level - such as the introduction of mechanisms to regularly
produce data on homelessness, and the use of a common definition — the results
fell short of the intended objectives of the ENIPSA. In fact, strategically addressing
the lack of evidence base on homelessness at the national level was a major
challenge, which will not be achieved if the changes produced remain limited to the
— unsupported — efforts that are being made by the local homelessness units in
some municipalities. Once again, local dynamics have proven to be crucial to the
implementation of the Strategy. Their potential, however, needs to be supported.
In addition, the failure to place the Strategy on a statutory basis hindered the legiti-
macy of the Strategy within the political process, although it should be noted that
in many other countries, their homeless strategies are not placed on a statutory
basis. It is of note that in despite this lack of political endorsement of the ENIPSA
by central government, in all the municipalities where the new local homelessness
units were formed, this development had to go through a legitimating process by
local government which have been important key drivers in most of these processes.

The Portuguese strategy was presented as a response to national and European
agreements in both the housing and social inclusion domains. However, in the
housing domain there is no information on the achievement of any of the objectives
set regarding the use of public housing or existing public programmes to facilitate
the resettlement of homeless individuals or families. There is, however, evidence
that some municipalities have introduced prioritisation criteria in the social housing
allocation for homeless people following the set-up of local homelessness strate-
gies as a response to the ENIPSA guidelines. The Housing First pilot project
developed in Lisbon, and included as one of the targets of the Strategy was the
only initiative achieved with the direct financial support of the Ministry for Solidarity
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and Social Security — the ENIPSA coordinating entity. Other Housing First Projects
were initiated in other municipalities by the initiative of local authorities but with no
support from central state.

At its inception stage, the Homelessness Strategy directly addressed the issue of
housing needs and the provision of housing solutions, introducing an important
progress in the definition of homelessness policies in Portugal, where housing has
always been notably absent. If the approval of the ENIPSA opened a window of oppor-
tunity for stressing housing exclusion into a strategic approach to ending homeless-
ness, the implementation stage placed the focus of the Strategy back to the original
(and sole) social exclusion perspective on tackling homelessness in Portugal.

Overall, the implementation of the Portuguese National Strategy on Homelessness
provides important lessons for other EU member states. If expectations regarding
the role of central government during this stage did not match the involvement and
the achievements experienced in the drafting stage of the ENIPSA, the potential for
change it created at the local level seems to persist and progress is being made in
dealing with change and developing innovative responses to addressing homeless-
ness within a difficult overall context.
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from the Housing First based Danish
Homelessness Strategy
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Introduction

The Danish Homelessness Strategy is the only European example of a large-scale
Housing First programme, involving more than a thousand participants. The
Strategy is characterized by a close partnership between the local municipalities
and the national level policy makers. Seventeen municipalities (out of a total of 98)
representing about two thirds of the homeless population have been involved in
implementing the Strategy. The Strategy combines the provision of resources for
targeted initiatives with the testing of different intervention methodologies (an
evidence-based approach). This means that a number of specific housing support
interventions are tested in the Homelessness Strategy, and that the use of the
different interventions is continuously monitored. It involves both monitoring at an
individual level in terms of documenting the effectiveness of the different interven-
tion methodologies, and monitoring at national and municipal levels.

The evaluation of the Strategy shows that homeless people in Denmark constitute
a very socially marginalized group, and are characterized by a number of other
pernicious social problems, in addition to homelessness, such as substance
misuse, mental ill-health, physical ill-health, low incomes, poor social and family
networks, etc. (Rambgll and SFI, 2013). Homeless people therefore have complex
support needs, but despite this, the Housing First approach has proven to be very
successful as it enables homeless people to obtain housing and the supports
required to sustain their tenancy — and with the right support, nine out of ten
homeless people have been able to maintain their new home. Furthermore the
evaluation points out that most homeless people are able to move into ordinary
housing/apartments, and are not in need of congregate housing.
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Despite the positive outcomes and experiences with Housing First, there has been
an increase in homelessness in Denmark since 2009, although this increase is not
as evident in the municipalities that were part of the Strategy than in those munici-
palities that did not participate. There has been a particularly marked increase in
youth homelessness in Denmark, as a multifaceted interaction between individual
and structural exclusion mechanisms results in an increasing number of young
people with complex support needs becoming homeless in the early years of
adulthood. In the evaluation of the Danish Homelessness Strategy, municipalities
point out that the challenge of providing enough affordable housing for socially
vulnerable people, especially to young homeless people in larger cities, is one of
the main reasons for the recent increase in homelessness in Denmark.

This policy review' draws upon an evaluation of the Danish Homelessness Strategy
(Rambell and SFI 2013).2 Section two describes the start-up of the Strategy
programme. Section three examines the overall development of homelessness in
Denmark and in the municipalities involved in the Strategy. Section four describes
outcomes in relation to four key targets in the Strategy. Section five describes key
interventions in the programme and section six presents the outcomes of these
interventions. Section seven presents the development in youth homelessness and
the profile of young homeless individuals. Section eight presents results and expe-
riences from the Strategy programme on interventions for young homeless people
while section nine discusses the outcomes of the programme.

The Programme

In 2008 the Danish Parliament adopted the first national Homelessness Strategy.
The Strategy followed earlier programmes aimed at strengthening social services
for socially marginalized groups. The programme followed upon the first national
mapping (count) of homelessness, which was carried out in February 2007. The
mapping showed that in the count week there were 5290 people who were
homeless. About 500 had been sleeping rough during the count week. About 2000
were in homeless shelters and more than 1000 persons were staying temporarily
with family or friends (Benjaminsen and Christensen, 2007). Others were in short-
term transitional housing or awaiting institutional release from prison, hospital or
other treatment facilities, without housing. The count also showed that the majority
of the homeless people were registered in larger cities and towns.

7 A paper with a similar content has been presented as a host country paper at an EU OMC peer
review of the Danish Homelessness Strategy in November 2013.

2 The author of this paper was one of the authors of the evaluation.
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Funding of 500m DKK (€65m) was allocated to the Strategy programme over a
period of four years from 2009 to 2012. Eight municipalities, which had 54 percent
of the total homeless population in Denmark and including the largest cities in
Denmark — Copenhagen, Aarhus and Odense — were invited to participate in the
programme. The bulk of the funding was allocated to these municipalities. In a later
round, other municipalities could apply for the remainder of the funding. Nine
further municipalities, mainly medium-sized towns, were selected to participate in
the programme and 30m DKK of the total funding was allocated to these nine
municipalities. Four overall goals were set in the programme:

1. To reduce rough sleeping
2. To provide other solutions than shelters to homeless youth
3. To reduce time spent in a shelter

4. To reduce homelessness due to institutional release from prison and hospitals
without a housing solution

A key aim of the programme was to develop and test internationally evidence-based
interventions in a Danish setting. A decision was taken to make Housing First the
overall principle of the Strategy. It was also decided that floating support interven-
tions should follow one of three methods: Assertive Community Treatment (ACT),
Individual Case Management (ICM), or Critical Time Intervention (CTI). An implication
of the implementation of the Housing First principle was a shift away from the
Treatment First/Housing Ready approach, and a criterion for projects to receive
funding from the programme was that they were based on Housing First principles.

Other parts of the programme included strengthening street outreach work and
implementing a methodology for needs assessment in homeless shelters. Resources
were also given to a range of other local services and initiatives. Furthermore, part of
the funding was allocated to provide more housing for homeless people including the
construction of new housing units. The municipalities applied for specific projects
and after a process of negotiating between central and local government, it was
decided which specific local projects should be carried out. It was possible for the
municipalities to focus on all, or just some, of the four overall goals depending on the
local situation. The process of starting up, developing interventions, and imple-
menting them at the local level took a longer time than initially expected, but most
interventions had started by the beginning of 2010. As a consequence the programme
period was later extended until September 2013.
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The Development of Overall Homelessness
over the Strategy Period

As most of the interventions of the Strategy started up in Winter 2009/2010, the
national homelessness count in 2009 has been used as a baseline in the measure-
ment of the extent of homelessness during the Strategy period. Table 1 shows the
trends in homelessness from 2009 to 2013 for both the Strategy participating
municipalities and non-participating municipalities. There was a total increase in
recorded homelessness of 16 percent, or arise from 4998 in 2009 to 5820 homeless
people in 2013. However, the trend varied by municipality. In the 8 municipalities
with a full Strategy programme, homelessness increased by 4 percent on average.
In the 9 municipalities with a floating support programme homelessness increased
by 11 percent on average, whereas in the remaining 81 municipalities, which had
not participated in the programme, homelessness increased by a staggering 43
percent on average. There were also considerable differences within the group of
Strategy participating municipalities. In the capital Copenhagen, which already had
the highest number of homeless people, there was a modest increase of 6 percent
from 1494 to 1581 homeless people.

In the three suburban municipalities of Copenhagen, which were part of the
Strategy, homelessness has generally increased (with the exception of Frederiksberg
which is an inner-city borough with its own municipality). In the suburban munici-
pality of Hvidovre there has been an especially large increase in homelessness.
Furthermore, a substantial part of the large increase in homelessness in municipali-
ties not part of the Strategy has taken place in other suburban municipalities in the
Copenhagen area (Benjaminsen and Lauritzen, 2013). A large increase in homeless-
ness also occurred in Aarhus, Denmark’s second largest city, with an increase of
32 percent from 2009 to 2013 or from 466 to 617 homeless people, though the rate
of increase levelled off between 2011 and 2013.

In contrast to developments in Copenhagen and Aarhus, homelessness in
Denmark’s third largest city Odense has almost been halved over the Strategy
period; the number of homeless people has decreased from 208 in 2009 to 110 in
2013. The evaluation explains this development by pointing to a combination of a
strong political commitment to the Housing First principle, a relatively sufficient
supply of affordable housing, and an intensive floating support programme.

In Denmark’s fourth largest city (and third largest municipality) Aalborg that only
had a floating support programme, the homeless population has increased from
218 to 259 people. In the medium-sized towns that were part of the programme,
with a few exceptions, there have been for the most part only small changes in the
number of homeless people.
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Table 1: Overall development in homelessness 2009-2013, Strategy and non-
Strategy municipalities

Municipality Homeless Homeless Homeless Change

Week 6, 2009 | Week 6, 2011 | Week 6, 2013 2009-13,

Percent
Albertslund* 46 46 52 13
Esbjerg 128 130 144 13
Frederiksberg* 233 203 178 -24
Hoje-Taastrup® 45 63 63 40
Kobenhavn (Copenhagen)* 1494 1507 1581 6
Odense 208 178 110 -47
Randers 100 64 92 -8
Aarhus 466 588 617 32

8 strategy municipalities

with full programme 2720 2779 2837 4
Guldborgssund 120 100 99 -18
Herning 149 167 149 0
Horsens 87 57 77 -11
Hvidovre* 67 130 145 116
Naestved 59 66 86 46
Svendborg 63 45 32 -49
Varde 27 28 28 4
Viborg 62 60 68 10
Aalborg 218 231 259 19
9 strategy municipalities with

floatinggslijpport p’:’ogramme 852 884 943 "
17 strategy municipalities total 3572 3663 3780 6
Denmark, total 4998 5290 5820 16

*In Metropolitan Copenhagen

Source: SFI - The Danish National Centre for Social Research

In particular, there has been a strong increase in youth homelessness over the same
period. Table 2 shows the development in homelessness amongst individuals
between 18 and 24 years divided between the Strategy municipalities and non-
Strategy municipalities in total. In total there has been an increase in youth home-
lessness in Denmark of 80 percent or from 633 persons in 2009 to 1138 persons
in 2013. The increase has been highest in the non-Strategy municipalities where
youth homelessness has doubled, but there has also been a substantial increase
of 69 percent in youth homelessness in the Strategy municipalities.

Table 2: The development in the numbers of youth homelessness (18-24 year olds).

2009 2011 2013 Percent increase 2009-2013
Strategy municipalities 395 622 667 69
Non-Strategy municipalities 238 380 471 98
Total 633 1002 1138 80

Source: SFI - The Danish National Centre for Social Research
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The evaluation indicates an increase in the extent of homelessness in Denmark but,
with the exception of the increase in youth homelessness, this increase is mainly
concentrated in Denmark’s largest urban areas, and in particular in the suburban
area of Copenhagen. According to the evaluation of the Strategy, the municipalities
report an increasingly tight housing market in both Copenhagen and Aarhus, with
a lack of affordable housing for socially vulnerable people. Such a lack of affordable
housing particularly affects the housing chances of young vulnerable people as
their social benefits are generally lower, which further reduces the range of afford-
able housing available to them.

The results from the national count also show how homelessness in Denmark is
concentrated amongst individuals with complex support needs. Table 3 shows the
percentage of homeless people with mental illness, substance abuse problems
(alcohol and drugs combined), both mental illness and substance abuse problems)
and neither of these problems. The data are predominantly based on staff assess-
ments of users.

Table 3: Mental iliness and substance abuse problems
amongst the homeless in Denmark, 2013

Psychosocial problems All age groups (18+) 18-24 year olds
Mental iliness 47 51
Substance abuse 65 58
Either mental iliness or substance abuse 78 74
Dual diagnosis 31 32
Neither mental iliness or substance abuse 22 26

Source: SFI - The Danish National Centre for Social Research

About four out of five homeless people in Denmark has either mental iliness,
substance abuse or both. About half have a mental illness, about two thirds have
a substance abuse problem and one out of three are mentally ill substance abusers.
Only about one out of five have neither of these problems. The figures are roughly
similar for the young homeless people between 18 and 24 years, with only a margin-
ally higher percentage without these problems (1 out of 4). This pattern follow a
general thesis in homelessness research that homelessness in countries with a
relatively low level of poverty and a relatively intensive welfare system is widely
concentrated amongst individuals with complex support needs, whereas home-
lessness in countries with a higher level of poverty and a less intensive welfare
system will affect a broader cohort of the population and include a large proportion
of poor people (Stephens and Fitzpatrick, 2007).
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Effective Interventions but Difficulties
in Achieving the Four Main Goals

Although overall the results show that the increase in homelessness has been
considerably lower in the municipalities that have been part of the Strategy, the
targets that were set for the four overall goals of the Strategy (reducing rough
sleeping, reducing the need for young people to stay in a shelter, reducing the
general length of shelter stays and reducing homelessness due to institutional
release) were generally not met. However, at the same time the Housing First based
interventions and methods implemented through the Strategy proved to be very
effective in terms of housing retention rates. A general conclusion of the evaluation
is that these methods are equally effective when applied in a Danish welfare state
context as they are elsewhere as reported in international studies, mainly from the
US, and therefore in a very different welfare state context (Rambgll and SFI, 2013).
In the following section we shall have a closer look at this paradox. First we will
consider the progress regarding the four main targets.

Table 4 sets out the actual number of persons sleeping rough in 2009 and 2013,
versus the target number for 2012 for the municipalities working with this target.
A substantial reduction in rough sleeping has only been achieved in Odense
where the target number was even surpassed. In Frederiksberg (an inner city
borough in Copenhagen) rough sleeping has been reduced, but not enough to
meet the target. In Aarhus rough sleeping remains almost unchanged. In
Copenhagen a substantial increase in rough sleeping has occurred, hence the
target has not been met. However, the exact number of rough sleepers in
Copenhagen is rather uncertain. Homeless immigrants with no legal right to stay
in Denmark are estimated separately in the count, as procedures for controlling
for double counts are more difficult to implement for this group, and individuals
identified as immigrants with no legal right to stay are not included in the figures
in Table 4. However, there is sufficient information in respect of only 134 of the
259 rough sleepers in Copenhagen to conclude that they are both unique persons
(no double counts) and that they are not immigrants without a legal right to stay.
In other words, the figure of rough sleepers in Copenhagen, and the increase,
may be inflated by rough sleeping immigrants with no legal right to stay and
without sufficient identification at the time of the count.
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Table 4: Rough sleeping in municipalities
with specific targets of reducing rough sleeping

Municipality Count 2009 Target 2012 Count 2013
Albertslund 5 2 4
Frederiksberg 28 10 18
Kebenhavn 174 70 259
Odense 34 17 9
Aarhus 66 10 61
Total 307 109 351

Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013).

Table 5 shows the number of young homeless people (between 18 and 24) who
stayed in a homeless shelter for each year from 2007-2012. For this target the
baseline year was set to 2007. As Table 5 shows the targets originally set were not
met in any of the municipalities. In some municipalities, reductions were achieved
whereas in other municipalities the number of young people in shelters increased.
However, there is a tendency for an overall reduction in the number of young people
in homeless shelters setting in from 2010 when the Strategy started operating with
the number of young people in shelters falling from 440 in 2010 to 349 in 2012. The
last right column for 2012 excludes shielded shelter places for young homeless
people, as many of these places were established as part of the Strategy to avoid
young homeless people having to stay in a regular shelter. As can be seen, more
than a third of the shelter stays for young people in 2012 were in such shielded
youth shelters. We shall consider the challenge of youth homelessness in greater
detail in section 8.

Table 5: Young people (18-24 years old) in homeless shelters: Stays and persons

Number of stays (18-24 year olds) Number of persons (18-24 year olds)

Year 2007 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2012 *) | Target | 2007 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2012 )
Municipality 2012

Esbjerg 36 51 | 129 73 73 0 20 36 59 50 50
Frederiksberg | 29 43 43 35 18 4 21 29 35 29 17
Kebenhavn 210 | 240 | 196 | 177 82 82 | 193 | 220 | 166 | 136 66
Odense 115 90 76 68 68 25 41 56 39 39 40
Randers 31 43 67 85 10 3 10 27 49 46 7
Aarhus 237 | 233 | 144 93 89 10 60 65 53 43 43
Total 658 | 700 | 655 | 531 340 124 | 345 | 433 | 401 | 343 223

*) excluding stays in youth shelters
Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013).



Part B _ Policy Reviews 117
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

Table 6 shows the development in the number of long shelter stays — more than
120 days - compared to the target set for 2012. The baseline year was also set to
2007 for this target. The target was not met as the number of long shelter stays
remained more or less unchanged over the period and all municipalities are far
from achieving their targets.

Table 6: Long shelter stays (more than 120 days)

Municipality 2007 2010 2011 2012 Target 2012
Albertslund 9 14 11 8 0
Esbjerg 84 67 76 71 20
Frederiksberg 51 75 85 76 21
Hoje-Taastrup 22 24 24 21 5
Kebenhavn 526 525 532 569 400
Odense 68 74 48 70 20
Randers 25 40 40 36 21
Aarhus 118 130 109 137 20
Total 903 949 925 988 507

Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013).

Table 7 shows the development in institutional release from prisons and hospitals
without a housing solution. For this target, a considerable reduction was achieved
although the target set for 2012 was only met in two municipalities.

Table 7: Individuals awaiting release from prisons or discharge from hospitals
within one month and without a housing solution

Municipality 2009 Target 2012 2013
Albertslund 9 3 2
Esbjerg 4 1 5
Kebenhavn 51 27 33
Odense 10 4 1
Randers 10 0 4
Aarhus 22 4 20
Total 106 39 65

Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013).

The Interventions of the Strategy Programme

A key aim of the Danish Strategy has been to implement the Housing First principle.
A main part of the Strategy was to strengthen floating support services in line with
evidence based methods for homeless individuals being re-housed. The three
methods ACT (Assertive Community Treatment), ICM (Intensive Case Management)
and CTI (Critical Time Intervention) were implemented in different combinations in
the Strategy municipalities.
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Figure 1: Floating support methods in the Danish Homelessness Strategy

ACT is a multidisciplinary form of floating support where a team of social support workers, a
psychiatrist, an addiction counsellor, a nurse, a social office worker and a job center worker,
deliver support services directly in a persons own home. This method is for individuals with
complex support needs such as severe addiction problems and often a dual diagnosis of
addiction and mental ill health. Individuals need the multidisciplinary support as they have great
difficulties in utilizing existing services. An ACT-team has only been established in Copenhagen.
At the end of the evaluation period 92 individuals had been assigned to the ACT-team. An
ACT-like intervention in Aarhus can best be described as an extended version of ICM.

ICM is the provision of a case manager who gives both social and practical support and
coordinates the individual’s use of other support and treatment services. ICM is given for a
longer time period, in principle as long as the individual has the need for this support. In contrast
to the ACT-method, the target group for the ICM-method is individuals who to a considerable
extent are capable of using other support services, but who need support in this process. The
ICM programme has been the largest of the floating support programmes in the Strategy with a
total of 1010 individuals assigned to ICM-support in the 17 municipalities in total.

CTl is the provision of a case manager who offers support for a limited time period of nine
months in the critical transition period from shelter to own housing. The target group for this
method only needs more intensive support in the transition phase in which contact is established
with other support services; the other support services take over after the nine months if there
are still support needs. A total of 406 individuals have been assigned to the CTl-programme.

Table 8 gives an overview of the number of individuals who have been assigned to
the three types of floating support and to other parts of the programme. The figures
represent the number of courses for each method, therefore the total number does
not represent unique individuals. An individual may for instance have started out
having contact with a street outreach team, then had a needs assessment followed
by an ICM-intervention. The table only includes interventions that have been
financed from the Strategy programme. Local services and interventions not
funded by the Strategy are not included in the figures.

Besides the floating support interventions, 757 homeless people have had a course
with a street outreach team, and a risk and needs assessment has been carried out
in respect of 1481 individuals. In addition, 145 persons have been assigned to a
programme aimed at securing a housing solution upon release from prison
(‘Schedule for a good release’). Compared to the extent of overall homelessness in
the municipalities (Table 1), it is notable that the extent of the floating support
programme in the city of Copenhagen has been quite modest compared to the
overall number of homeless people in the city, and has been based on only two of
the three support methods, namely ACT and CTI but not ICM.
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Table 8: Number of courses for each intervention

Municipality ACT CTI ICM Street Needs Good | Total
out-reach nent | rel
Albertslund 30 23 0 53
Esbjerg 51 241 215 28 535
Frederiksberg 3 81 125 24 233
Hoje-Taastrup 28 28
Kebenhavn (Copenhagen) 88 82 441 585 8 1204
Odense 91 1 326 46 474
Randers 81 188 2 271
Aarhus 17 17 326 191 106 61 718
Total 8 municipalities 105 244 798 757 1467 145 3516
9 municipalities 162 212 14 388
Total 17 municipalities 105 406 | 1010 757 1481 145 3904

Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013).

A part of the programme has been to provide new housing units and additional
places in institutional accommodation. By June 2013 a total of 453 new units or
places had been established. Some 125 of the housing units are in independent
scattered public housing, while 26 are independent flats in congregate housing, 4
are in independent private housing, 55 are in alternative housing (skaeve huse) and
just 3 are in dormitory accommodation. A total of 199 places are in institutional
accommodation; of these 16 are in medium-term (S.107) accommodation, 91 are in
long-term (S.108) accommodation and 92 are in homeless shelters (S.110 accom-
modation). Most of the latter places are shielded places for young people or women.
Transitional flats have also been established both in public housing (14) and in
private housing (6). An additional 21 units have been established in other unspeci-
fied forms of housing.

A large part of the new housing units and places take the form of institutional
accommodation and only about one third are in independent scattered housing.
However, in addition to these units and places independent scattered housing has
also been provided through the municipal priority access system to public housing.?

3 The public housing sector comprises 20 percent of the total housing stock and is open to all
regardless of income level. Municipalities have a right to refer individuals with social needs to
one fifth of flats that become vacant, and in Copenhagen one third of flats that become vacant.
Rent must be paid out of social benefits and an additional supplementary benefit for housing.
This means that flats which have a rent which is too high to be paid out of transfer benefits cannot
be used by municipalities for referral to cash benefit recipients in need for housing. Many groups
other than the homeless ‘compete’ for housing through this mechanism - e.g. single mothers
with children, disabled people and vulnerable elderly people. Particularly in larger cities, demand
outnumbers the supply of vacant flats for municipal referral and in most municipalities there is
a waiting time to get assigned to a flat through this priority access mechanism.
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The numbers above mainly include additional independent housing that has been
provided through the programme by special agreements between municipalities
and public housing organizations.

The Effectiveness of Interventions

The individuals who have received support from the Strategy have been followed
by a monitoring system which measures both the extent of support received and
outcomes on a range of variables such as housing situation, mental health,
addiction and daily functions. The information was based on staff assessment.
Table 9 shows housing outcomes for individuals attached to one of the three
floating support interventions, CTl, ICM and ACT. In the table only individuals with
a minimum of two recordings are included; also cases with insufficient informa-
tion regarding the housing situation at either the first or last measurement have
been excluded. In total the table includes 1095 people out of the 1521 that have
been attached to the three floating support interventions. Clearly therefore there
is a relatively large number of people for whom housing outcomes could not be
determined. There are various reasons for this discrepancy. People who died
during the period were excluded. Also people who were moved into carehomes
during the period due to escalating care needs have been excluded as such
housing transitions do not measure the effectiveness of the Housing First
programme. Especially the ICM programme has been applied rather broadly and
shorter courses of contact between an ICM support worker and rough sleepers
or shelter users trying to establish a relation may have been entered into the
registration system though such contact may have ended abruptly reflecting the
unstable situation for people in an acute homelessness situation. Including only
individuals with two recordings or more in the measurement of housing outcomes
(in table 9) meets a concern to include only those people into the measurement,
who have been given a reasonably substantial intervention and not conflating the
measurement by including contacts which in reality more have a character of
outreach work and which generally reflect the challenges of intake into the
programme. In this sense the outcomes in table 9 gives the most adequate picture
of the actual effectiveness of Housing First based interventions. Finally it should
be mentioned that the monitoring system is based on municipal social support
workers entering registrations for their users into the system. In this sense the
nature of the monitoring system reflects the large scale of the programme and
does not have the more rigorous nature of a (smaller scale) research project such
as most randomized controlled trials.



Part B _ Policy Reviews 121
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

Table 9: Housing outcomes for CTI, ICM and ACT-interventions

Housing outcome CTI (%) ICM (%) ACT (%)
Have been housed and maintained housing 95 76 94

Lost housing 3 8 7

Lost housing but re-housed in other housing 1) 4) (-)*

Lost housing and not re-housed 2 4) 7)

Not been housed throughout period 2 16 0

Total 100 (n=316) 100 (n=717) 100 (n=62)

Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013). Due to rounding the percentages do not always sum to 100 percent.

Of those who have been housed the majority remain housed throughout the moni-
toring period. Less than 10 percent lost their housing and were not re-housed.
However, amongst the persons receiving ICM-support quite a large group (16
percent) were never housed during the period. The qualitative interviews conducted
point to a combination of several factors that explain why some individuals did not
get housed despite being attached to an ICM-programme. One of the main reasons
reported in the evaluation is the lack of affordable housing. In some municipalities
there are also reports of difficulties in turning around a well-established practice of
housing referral based on the ‘housing ready’ model in the municipal priority access
system to public housing instead of basing housing allocation on the Housing First-
principle. Finally, there are also in some cases a mismatch between support needs
and the ICM-support. Some of the ICM clients have more complex support needs
and difficulties in utilizing the existing support system, and are likely therefore to
come within the group targeted by ACT-support. However, ACT-support is not
available in any of the municipalities providing ICM-support.

The results in Table 9 do not contain any information on type of housing. However,
a qualitative finding from the programme has been that independent, scattered
housing works better for most individuals, and that with intensive floating support,
those individuals with complex support needs are capable of living on their own in
independent, scattered housing. Additionally, the findings indicate that congregate
housing may have unintended negative consequences such as conflicts amongst
the residents, and that residents often get ensnared in an environment dominated
by substance abuse.

4 It has not been possible to record movements from one place of housing to another for the
ACT-programme in the general monitoring system. A separate reporting from the ACT-team
shows that 26 percent of those in receipt of ACT had moved from one place of housing to another
during the period. These movements have mainly taken place for individuals who were initially
placed in congregate housing whereas only few movements have happened for those who were
initially placed in scattered housing.
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Table 10 illustrates a range of other outcomes reported by staff. The table includes
the combined outcomes for all three floating support interventions and for all age
groups combined.

Table 10: Outcomes - changes from first to last reporting (%)

Item More positive Unchanged More negative
Alcohol 17 65 18
Hard drugs 14 72 14
Hashish 16 65 19
Physical problems 19 58 23
Mental problems 25 52 24
Daily functions 26 50 24
Financial situation 33 44 23
Social network 29 45 26

The Table is based on outcomes for 1111 individuals and is for the CTI, ICM and ACT-programmes combined.
Source: Ramboll and SFI (2013).

On the majority of items the situation of the individual remains unchanged over the
period, and for most items the number of persons with a more positive assessment
more or less equals the number of persons with a more negative assessment. There
are slightly more individuals with a more positive assessment than a more negative
assessment on the items daily functions, financial situation and social network,
whereas there are more people with a more negative than positive assessment on
physical problems. In the qualitative interviews, it was noted that when formerly
homeless people obtained housing, their physical problems which were unmet
when rough sleeping, re-emerged, and unmet health support needs came to the
surface. The question is whether the rather large number of individuals with
unchanged or more negative outcomes on these items should be seen as a failure
of the Housing First model? The qualitative interviews with homeless persons shed
some light on these results. Most of the interviewees expressed great relief at finally
obtaining housing, but they also explained how they faced severe challenges in life
such as continued addiction and weak social relations. Many also explicitly stated
that if they did not receive floating support they would lose their housing again. This
shows, that despite still having on-going difficulties, the overwhelming majority
remained stably housed, once they are provided with floating social support.
However, many challenges still remain and individuals often need other interven-
tions, such as access to meaningful social activities that can facilitate contact to
other people and help counteract loneliness.

The experience from this large-scale Housing First programme in Denmark demon-
strates that Housing First, driven by evidence-based floating support interventions
is an effective approach to enable individuals with complex support needs to exit



Part B _ Policy Reviews 123
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

homelessness and retain their housing, with housing retention rates in excess of
90 percent. An important point is also that it is not possible to predict who is likely
to end up losing their home again. Therefore, the experiences point to Housing First
as the ‘default intervention’ meaning that own housing with intensive floating
support should be tried as the first-line intervention for the rehousing of homeless
people and that other housing forms (congregate housing) should only be used for
those individuals who (repeatedly) do not succeed living on their own even with
intensive floating support. For these individuals it is important to have other options
such as high-intensive supported accommodation, congregate housing or alterna-
tive housing such as the ‘skaeve huse’. It is also important to underline that while
Housing First offers a combination of housing and support that gives a high chance
of becoming re-housed and sustaining the tenancy, many challenges still remain
and that further interventions and support are most often needed.®

The Rise in Youth Homelessness

Youth homelessness has increased over the last few years. In the national count in
2009, 633 young people between the age of 18 and 24 were recorded as homeless
in the count week. This figure increased to 1002 in 2011 and 1138 in 2013, an
increase of 80 percent in four years. This increase has occurred in both Strategy
and non-Strategy municipalities and is therefore a general trend rather than the
result of an increased focus on young homeless people in the Strategy municipali-
ties. In contrast to the sharp rise in homelessness amongst 18 to 24 year olds,
homelessness amongst 13-17 year olds remains low. Only 26 young teenagers
aged between 13 and 17 years were recorded homeless in the count. Twenty-one
of these are reported as staying together with at least one parent, most in short-
term transitional housing, at women'’s crisis centres or with family or friends, while
5 were recorded as not being with any parent, but were instead staying with other
relatives or friends. The low number of homeless teenagers is largely a result of very
intensive welfare services for children with support needs. In the following analysis
we shall only look at homelessness in 18-24 year olds.

The count in 2013 showed that 74 percent of homeless 18-24 year olds are males.
First generation immigrants account for 6 percent of the homeless 18-24 year olds
while a further 16 percent are children of immigrants. However, the percentage of
homeless youths with an immigrant background is higher in the large cities; in
Copenhagen 37 percent, and in Aarhus 40 percent of homeless youths are either
immigrants or children of immigrants. The largest category amongst the homeless

5 These conclusions are in line with the results from the Housing First Europe social experimenta-
tion project (see Busch-Geertsema, 2013).
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youth accounting for half of the total, were youths staying temporarily with family
or friends during the count week. Youths sleeping on the streets in the count week
accounted for 6 percent, while 23 percent had stayed in homeless shelters,
including emergency night shelters. Minor groups were awaiting institutional
release from prisons or hospitals without a housing solution, while others were
reported with an unspecified homelessness situation.

Slightly more than half of the homeless youth were recorded as having some form
of mental ill-health. This number has increased from 35 percent in 2009 and 43
percent in 2011. Substance abuse is a problem for 58 percent of homeless youths.
The most common substance abused by the young homeless is hashish which is
reported for 50 percent. Aimost one in five use hard drugs and 13 percent report a
problem regarding the abuse of alcohol. One in three of the young homeless are
reported to be mentally ill substance users while one in four of the homeless youth
are reported to have neither a mental illness nor a substance abuse. For 33 percent
of the homeless youth, mental illness is reported as an important cause of their
homelessness and for 32 percent drug addiction (including hashish) is reported as
an important cause. For 18 percent eviction is reported as an important cause,
showing that despite their young age, these young people have already experi-
enced an eviction. For 38 percent financial difficulties are reported, and for 25
percent a lack of appropriate housing is mentioned. Some 31 percent reported that
they were no longer able to stay with friends or family. Only 34 percent of the 18-24
year old homeless people are reported to have a social support person and equally
only 34 percent are reported to be on some waiting list for housing — 30 percent for
individual housing and 4 percent for supported housing.

The evaluation of the Strategy points to the combination of a group of young people
with severe social problems, a shortage of affordable housing and relatively low
incomes as the main reasons why it has been a challenge for the municipalities to
fully implement the Housing First approach for young homeless people, although the
results from the Homelessness Strategy show that Housing First is the most appro-
priate approach for young homeless people. At the same time the complex support
needs of the young homeless people show a need for developing holistic interven-
tions with an emphasis on both the housing and the social support dimensions.
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Experiences from the Strategy Programme
on Interventions for Young Homeless People

A substantial number of those who received housing and support from the Strategy
are young people aged between 18 and 24. This age group comprises about one
quarter of all persons who have received support from the CTI, ICM or ACT
programmes. In Table 11 housing outcomes for individuals 18-24 years and 25 years
and above are compared with the outcomes for those over 25 years of age. More
than one in four of the young homeless never got housed despite being attached to
a support programme. The corresponding figure is only 8 percent amongst persons
25 years or older. Of those who become housed most stay housed, but 9 percent of
the total group of 18-24 year olds lost their housing; 5 percent were not re-housed,
compared to 3 percent of those aged 25 years and older.

Table 11: Housing outcomes for 18-24 year olds (%)

Housing outcome 18-24 year old 25 years or older
Have been housed and maintained housing 63 88
Lost housing 9 5
Lost housing but re-housed in other housing 4) )
Lost housing and not re-housed 5) (©)]
Not been housed throughout period 28 8
Total 100 (n=335) 100 (n=803)

Source: Ramboll and SFI, 2013.

The housing outcomes are not broken down by housing type, but the qualitative
experiences from the programme show that as with older homeless persons
scattered housing works for the young homeless whereas conflicts and a negative
environment marked by substance abuse arise more in congregate facilities. The
somewhat higher (but still small) number that lose their housing may be a conse-
quence of unmet support needs, but the difficulties of paying rent out of a relatively
low income are also highlighted in the qualitative interviews with municipal civil
servants and support workers.

It is a general experience in the municipalities that many of the young homeless
people are already known to the social system and many have received social
interventions already from childhood. This indicates a general challenge in service
provision in the transition into adulthood for children who have been receiving
support from the social system. Although initiatives have been taken to strengthen
after-care in the transition from childhood into adulthood, for most there will be a
change from the often highly intensive interventions for vulnerable children into
often less intensive services for young adults. Often these children have weak
family ties and social networks, and at the same time many are ‘system-tired’
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meaning that they have a long history of social interventions, and show resistance
to receiving further support and may have withdrawn from the support system.
Therefore it can be a challenge to establish contact, build a relationship, and
maintain contact and motivation for further interventions, and it is important to
develop new ways for working with this group. When contact is established, the
Strategy experiences suggest that being able to assign a case manager with a
relatively low caseload to each person is of key importance to ensure that the young
individual gets access to other necessary interventions such as cash benefits,
social activation measures, and treatment if necessary.

Even when contact is established and a support relationship is formed, the munici-
palities’ experiences show how structural barriers such as the lack of affordable
housing remain a challenge in many cases. Through the Strategy programme, more
shielded places for youth in emergency/temporary accommodation have been
established to accommodate young people in an acute homelessness situation.
However, the evaluation shows, that there is often a considerable waiting time until
a permanent housing solution can be established and therefore homeless young
persons often have to stay in such temporary places for quite a long time.

In the qualitative interviews, mixed experiences regarding the stays in temporary
accommodations were recounted. Some of the young individuals staying in
temporary accommodation with other homeless youth, found the longer stays
manageable, especially as the alternatives are emergency shelters or random
couch surfing with friends who often also have social problems. Other interviewees
complained about conflicts, drug use, and drug dealing etc. in such places.
According to the staff interviews, some individuals may benefit from a longer stay
but the main reason for long stays is the long waiting time for ordinary housing; staff
interviews point in the main to the most favourable option being rapid access to
ordinary housing with sufficient floating support. On the other hand, there are good
experiences with designating apartments in scattered housing for individual young
homeless people and through intensive case management supporting them in
learning how to live on their own and thereby also sustaining a tenancy.

The interviews strongly suggest that the intensive floating support methods of
Critical Time Intervention (CTI) and Intensive Case Management (ICM) are equally
well-suited for giving support to young homeless individuals as for homeless
people in general. Thus, CTl is a method of providing support for young people in
need of intensive support for a relatively short period and around becoming housed
and linking up with existing community services, with ICM the main support inter-
vention for young people with relatively more complex and longer-lasting support
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needs.® However, the methods used must generally be adjusted to the particular
needs of building a relationship, maintaining contact, and supporting continuous
motivation that characterizes the situation of the young homeless people, and thus
there may be a need for further methodological development and refinement.

Hence, an important finding from the programme is that the Housing First principle
apply equally to young homeless people as well as to older or more entrenched
homeless people. Also, for the large majority of young homeless individuals,
housing in independent scattered housing with floating social support remains the
most favourable option, whereas congregate housing for young people seems to
involve the same risk for social conflicts, stress and an environment marked by
addiction problems and other social problems, as this form of housing does for
homeless individuals in general. Finally, the tendency of a rising number of homeless
young people with complex problems point to a general need for more focus on
early prevention and early intervention including a need to strengthen support in
the transition period from adolescence to early adulthood for a group of young
people with severe psychosocial challenges and who have often been known to the
social system since their childhood.

Conclusion

As the Housing First paradigm spread from the US to Europe, Housing First has
been incorporated, at least in part, as a leading principle in homelessness strate-
gies in several countries including Norway, Ireland, Finland and France. However
most examples of Housing First programmes in Europe are small-scale, often being
local projects in only a few cities and with a small number of participants. The
Danish Homelessness Strategy is one of the few examples of a large-scale
programme (with more than a thousand participants) and also an example of how
this has been possible due to a strong political commitment to the programme both
at central and local government level. The results from testing the support methods
CTl, ICM and ACT in a Danish context are overwhelmingly positive, with housing
retention rates in excess of 90 percent, demonstrating that these interventions have
the same high success rates in bringing homeless individuals into housing as in
other countries where these methods have been used and tested. The results show
that with intensive floating support designed around evidence-based support
methods, most homeless people can become housed, and even in ordinary

6  The ACT-method has almost exclusively been used for individuals aged 25 years and above with
very severe support needs.
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housing. This is an important result that generally underlines the need for continuing
the shift away from Treatment First/Staircase models towards Housing First that is
taking place in many countries.

Despite the impressive results of the interventions that have been developed,
implemented and tested through the Strategy, overall the developments in home-
lessness in Denmark show the paradox of effective interventions for those who
have received these interventions, but at the same time that the overall goal of
reducing homelessness has not been achieved. Homelessness has actually
increased during the Strategy period, albeit much less in the Strategy municipalities
than in the non-participating municipalities. A range of barriers at both micro and
macro level explain this development.

A key barrier is an increasing lack of affordable housing available for allocation to
people with a relatively low income. This is especially the case in Denmark’s two
largest cities, Copenhagen and Aarhus, which have both experienced a general
population growth exceeding 1 percent annually in recent years. In contrast, in
Denmark’s third largest city, Odense, there is a reasonable supply of affordable
housing, and well developed methods for allocating dwellings to marginalized
groups, and in this city it has been possible to halve the level of homelessness over
the Strategy period. More specific developments in housing policies reinforce the
lack of affordable housing for marginalized groups. Paradoxically, one of the
measures adopted to deal with the economic crisis has been to intensify the
process of renovating public housing estates. This generally improves the quality
of housing, but such renovations are widely financed by loans and increased rent
levels. As social benefits and housing support have not risen accordingly, an unin-
tended consequence is a decrease in the proportion of the public housing stock
that is affordable for people on social benefits. A further mechanism which reduces
the number of housing units available for marginalized groups is the use of social
mix policies and especially ‘flexible letting’, which enables certain groups to be
given precedence in new lettings in public housing estates in order to strengthen
the social mix. Municipalities and housing associations locally set the criteria and
special priority has been given to people in employment. However, this mechanism
also reduces the number of flats available for socially vulnerable groups.

The lower cash benefits for young people between 18 and 24 years old is an
important barrier for finding affordable housing for this group. The lower benefits
have been set at the same level as student benefits, in order to motivate young
people to avail of education rather than rely on cash benefits. However, students
have the possibility to supplement their income from jobs which the cash benefit
receivers cannot do, and for socially vulnerable young people, with a low chance
of starting education, the lower cash benefits therefore significantly reduces the
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possibility of finding affordable housing. Young people between 18 and 24 years
with certain psychiatric diagnoses (mainly schizophrenia, other psychotic
diagnoses, schizotypal disorder and borderline) are exempt from the lower benefits,
but a range of other conditions such as ADHD are not covered by this exemption.

Besides the individual and structural barriers described above, organizational and
cultural challenges of implementing Housing First are highlighted in the evalua-
tion. It should be borne in mind that the programme has been a pilot programme
introducing the Housing First approach and aimed at developing and testing
Housing First based interventions in Denmark. The process of developing and
implementing the methods has resulted in a large increase in knowledge of these
interventions in the municipalities and has also shown that the mind shift away
from Treatment First/Housing Ready is a long intensive process, which necessi-
tates a continued focus on organization and implementation. Challenges also
appear in other parts of the support system. The Treatment First approach is still
widespread in the addiction treatment system, and in the housing allocation
system. In some municipalities it has been possible to achieve a shift in attitude,
whereas in others it remains a challenge. This also depends on local organiza-
tional aspects, for instance whether or not the housing allocation office is organi-
zationally integrated with the social/homeless services. Also in the shelter system,
it has been a challenge to implement the Housing First approach and to facilitate
the mind shift away from long shelter stays to earlier placement in own housing
with support. Here it should be borne in mind that from the viewpoint of the
shelters the reality often facing their users is long waiting times for housing and
often also a scarcity of available floating support.

As mentioned, the overall scale of the Danish programme is relatively large with
more than thousand individuals served by the floating support services established
through the programme. Still, these services do not cover the whole target popula-
tion of homeless persons in need of support. Figures from the last national count
in 2013, show that only 28 percent of homeless people have a social support worker
attached and only 32 percent are on a waiting list for housing (27 percent for own
housing and 5 percent for institutional accommodation). Here it should be borne in
mind that individuals who have been housed through the Homelessness Strategy
and maintained their housing no longer count in the homelessness statistics.

Setting ambitious goals was an important part of securing a strong political
commitment to the Strategy — and this commitment has been very important
throughout the Strategy period for implementing the Strategy and its interventions.
At the same time it should be borne in mind that the programme has mainly been
a large-scale social experimentation project aimed at developing evidence-based
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and effective methods for providing support to homeless people with complex
support needs when becoming re-housed. In this sense the programme has been
very successful and the results are very valuable.

The results show that with right combination of housing and targeted support most
homeless people can exit homelessness, and that with intensive floating support
the majority are able to sustain a tenancy in mainstream housing, with only a
minority in need of more specialized housing and support services such as inte-
grated housing in congregate facilities. The results indicate that these conclusions
are also valid for young homeless people. With intensive support young homeless
people can be housed in regular housing and a process of reintegration into society
can begin. Amongst the three intervention methods tested in the Danish Strategy,
the ACT-method is especially aimed at mentally ill substance abusers who fail to
use or benefit from the existing treatment system. The experiences from the
ACT-programme has shown that this method is a very successful way of providing
support for homeless individuals with complex support needs, and that the method
enables the provision of holistic support for this group. The team in Copenhagen
serves about 80 individuals at any given time. Considering that the latest national
count from February, 2013, showed that there is more than 1500 homeless mentally
ill substance abusers, there is a considerable potential to upscale the
ACT-programme, both in the capital, where the pilot scheme has been tested, and
in other larger municipalities. Also considering, that most homeless individuals in
Denmark either have mental illness or engage in substance abuse, there is also
potential to upscale the provision of the two other floating support methods which
have been tested in the Strategy, ICM and CTI. The extent to which such a scaling
up of the programmes is needed, and their dimensions in different municipalities
and in different subgroups of the homeless, could be further examined.
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Introduction

Hungary is in the news these days. Most recently, the country appeared in interna-
tional headlines because of the latest modification of the constitution (now officially
called Fundamental Law), which represents a significant step in the codification of
an increasingly authoritarian legal and political regime. Besides other issues such
as infringing on the freedom of the press and the independence of the Supreme
Court and introducing measures that penalize poverty, the intensive criminalization
of street homelessness has been a hallmark of the current government. In the
following, we first provide a historical background to these recent events by
examining state policies towards homelessness in the past few decades. Then, we
present the legal developments that have led to Hungary becoming the first country
in the world that specifically allows for the penalization of street homelessness in
its highest law.

Housing Poverty in Hungary under State Socialism

While large-scale housing poverty has been a great problem in Hungary throughout
the 20t century, the eruption of visible homelessness is usually associated with the
country’s transition from state socialism to capitalism in the late 1980s. In order to
understand the “sudden” appearance of homelessness, we will examine policies
regarding housing and homelessness under state socialism, discuss the causes
that led to the greater visibility of homelessness around the regime change, and
explore the ways in which the Hungarian state is currently dealing with this problem.

Together with all its political and social contradictions, the four decades of state
socialism (from 1948/49 to 1989) played a significant role in addressing the severe
housing crisis that had plagued Hungary since the end of the 19*" century. In 1952,
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all apartment buildings were nationalized and public housing was centrally distrib-
uted. Standards were introduced regarding the number and size of rooms that each
person was entitled to. To respond to the acute housing shortage, hundreds of
thousands of prefabricated housing estates were constructed. Partly as a result of
these efforts, housing conditions improved significantly for all sesgments of society;
overcrowding was less rampant and the provision of basic infrastructure such as
electricity, water and sewage also improved significantly (Ferge, 2002).

Despite these improvements, a survey in the 1970s suggested that Hungarians
identified housing as their most pressing problem (Szelényi, 1990), which had
several reasons. First, there was still an acute shortage of urban housing as a result
of both immigration and natural population growth. Second, and probably more
importantly, the distribution of housing was closely connected to social inequalities
as well as personal and political connections. Third, despite significant public
investment, inadequate housing continued to affect many people. According to the
1980 census, out of 10.7 million Hungarians, 191 000 people lived in institutions for
children or youth, 92000 lived in workers’ hostels, barracks or service apartments,
60000 in work therapy institutions and 33000 in other social institutions. Around
30000 people were estimated to be effectively homeless and a similar number of
people lived in places like huts, train cars, caves, storage rooms and garages
(Oross, 2001, p.113).

In addition to the construction and distribution of public housing, workers’ hostels
played an important role in the housing strategy of the socialist state. In 1960 the
number of workers’ hostel residents reached a high of 208000 (Gydri, 1997, p.3).
While the hostels were originally intended as a temporary solution, they often
became the permanent residence of marginalized citizens. In 1985 20 percent of
hostel residents did not have any other place to stay and the majority of residents
came from severly disadvantaged backgrounds (Oross, 2001, p.114).

The socialist regime had a difficult time dealing with people who did not have a
permanent home or were engaging in what was considered “deviant” behaviour.
Because structural reasons could not be cited for the existence of poverty, criminali-
zation and institutionalization were standard government responses to homeless-
ness. People without a permanent home were often deported to correctional facilities,
hospitals or psychiatric institutions and the elderly poor — who sometimes resorted
to begging — were committed to social homes (Horvath, 2012). Alcoholics were sent
to a work therapy institution, which combined the elements of a jail and a workhouse.
People who got arrested for the “dangerous avoidance of work” were punished by a
fine, compulsory work, short-term detention and/or municipal expulsion. In 1985
alone, 5780 people were prosecuted for this offence (Gydri, 2010).



Part B _ Policy Reviews 135
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

Although the capitalist transformation of Eastern European economies started long
before the Hungarian Socialist Workers Party stepped down in 1989 and free and
democratic elections were declared, the early years of the 1990s represented a
huge break with the previous political and economic regime. An ‘everything-is-up-
for-grabs’ atmosphere characterized the first years of capitalism. Wealth was
radically redistributed through the highly unregulated privatization of public assets,
firms, land and housing (Ferge and Tausz, 2002, p.176). In addition to privatization,
both foreign direct investment and national debt were extremely high, which made
Hungary extremely vulnerable to global economic trends.

Hungarian society paid a huge social price for the economic transition. The struc-
tural adjustment that took place between 1988 and 1995 destroyed more economic
assets than the Second World War (Tamas, 2008). The introduction of foreign
capital and modern technology rendered existing skills and infrastructure obsolete
and many unskilled workers redundant. Between 1989 and 1992, around one third
(1.5 million) of all jobs disappeared. Both relative and absolute poverty increased
over threefold (Ferge, 2002, p.15) and one of the most visible outcomes of the
regime change was the sudden surfacing of homelessness in public spaces. Over
the winter of 1989-1990 hundreds of homeless people engaged in a series of
protests to demand work and shelter, which brought this long hidden problem to
the attention of both politicians and the general public.

After 1989, the socialist system of public housing was completely dismantled. The
property rights of publicly owned apartments were transferred to local municipalities,
which sold the majority of their newly acquired housing stock. While in 1980, 25
percent of all housing in Hungary, and 55 percent of all housing in Budapest was
owned by the state, by the end of 1996, the share of public housing decreased to
about 5 percent nationally, and 13 percent in Budapest (Giinther, 2000). The apart-
ments that remained in municipal ownership turned out to be of very low quality. Most
of them are located in the most disadvantaged areas of the city, in poorly maintained
buildings and without basic amenities. As municipalities are not interested in
preserving or improving their housing stock, the condition of social housing has
further deteriorated.

Homelessness Today

In today’s Hungary, poverty remains one of the most pressing social issues. The
number of people living under the subsistence minimum is estimated to be 3.7 million,
or nearly 40 percent of the population (Kézponti Statisztikai Hivatal, 2011, p. 2).
Millions of people are also affected by housing poverty. The number of people living
in substandard and/or extremely overcrowded conditions is 1.5 million. In 2012 413
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000 households had arrears in utilities beyond 3 months (Hegedis & Horvath, 2013,
p. 47) and tens of thousands have been in danger of eviction because of mortgage
default. In 2011, overall household debt in Hungary was the sixth largest in the
European Union (Habitat for Humanity Magyarorszag, 2012, p.3). In addition, 300000
people live in segregated communities where poverty and unemployment are highly
concentrated, and 50 percent of Roma citizens live in racially segregated areas with
inferior infrastructure (Habitat for Humanity Magyarorszag, 2012, p.22). One million
people cannot heat their homes properly and the occurrence of cold-related deaths
is ten times higher than in other developed countries (Koltai, 2012).

It is difficult to say exactly how many people are directly affected by homelessness
today. The number of “effectively homeless people” or those who live on the street
or in shelters is at least 30000 and it is estimated that around 100000 people are
affected by some form of homelessness every year (HVG, 2012). In Budapest
(population close to two million) at least 4000 people live in public spaces at any
one time and around 6000 individuals sleep in various institutional settings such
as night shelters, temporary shelters and homeless hospitals. The populations
most likely to become homeless include young people growing up in foster care,
the un- and underemployed, former prison inmates, people with mental health or
substance abuse issues (Gydri, 1995), and the victims of domestic violence (Buzas
and Hoffmann 2010). While the majority of homeless people are men between the
ages of 38 and 44 (Gyéri and Mardéthy, 2008, p.16), the proportion of homeless
women has risen from 10 percent to 25-30 percent since the regime change (Buzéas
and Hoffmann 2010). Although in general, the educational level of homeless people
is not significantly different from the general population, many of them are trained
in obsolete professions, and young homeless people tend to have very low qualifi-
cations (Gydri and Maréthy, 2008, p.17).

Today, Hungary has no comprehensive national housing strategy and social
housing policies are extremely limited. The ratio of social housing is one of the
lowest in Europe (2-3 percent) and social housing residents are among the most
vulnerable members of society (Hegedis, 2009). The amount of the monthly
housing subsidy for low-income households is so low that it does not even cover
basic housing expenses. While the winter moratorium on evictions suspends all
court-ordered evictions between December 1 and March 1, it does not apply to
squatters who tend to come from the most marginalized communities.

Public support for housing is not only limited in scale and scope but also very
unevenly distributed. In fact, between 2000 and 2004, the only post-transition period
characterized by a proactive housing policy, state subsidies favoured the acquisition
of private property and supported the more privileged sections of society. Despite
plans to launch a social housing program and other initiatives to support low-income
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Hungarians, state-sponsored subsidies for mortgage loans turned out to be by far
the best financed and most far-reaching, which mainly benefited the well off in
society. In this period, a total of 60 percent of all state subsidies for housing went to
the upper 20 percent of the population (Hegeds, 2009).

With regards to social services, the emergency responses to the “homeless crisis”
of 1989 have been institutionalized without addressing the root causes of the
problem. The main aim of the relatively broad network of drop-in centres, overnight
shelters, temporary shelters and street social work is not to prevent homelessness
or secure permanent housing, but to feed, clothe and temporarily shelter people in
emergency. At the same time, there are still not enough shelter beds to host all
homeless people and many existing shelters are in a poor condition. While there
are some small-scale initiatives to improve services, there is hardly any room for
general improvement; public financing for homeless and other social services has
continuously declined since 2006. At the same time, the institutionalization of
emergency solutions distracts attention and resources from long-term solutions
and leaves the underlying causes of social injustice intact.

Codifying the Criminalization of Homelessness

From a legal perspective, the post-transition Hungarian state has taken numerous
steps to hide the problem of homelessness from public view. While there were a
number of local laws against begging and rummaging through garbage, the process
accelerated in the early 2000s, when the Mayor of Budapest first ordered the
removal of homeless people from underground pedestrian passages (Térok and
Udvarhelyi, 2006). Another alarming sign came in 2009 when the Mayor of the 11t
district declared “homeless-free zones” in one of the biggest districts of Budapest.
However, legislation tended to become even stricter and more all-encompassing
in the ensuing years. In the following, we will describe some of the most important
government actions from 2010 to 2013.

In 2010 the Hungarian Parliament passed a law, which allowed local municipalities
to ban the “inadequate use” of public spaces. Taking this opportunity, the general
assembly of Budapest adopted a decree, which prohibited the use of public spaces
for “habitual residence” and the storage of belongings for this purpose. This was
declared to be a petty offence and could result in a fine of up to 50000 HUF (about
€165). The decree applied to all public spaces in the city. Moving further on this
path, this kind of legislation was raised to the national level in December, 2012 and
was placed into Act 69 of 1999 on Petty Offences. If someone was found in violation
of the newly adopted clause, they could be sentenced to confinement or a fine of
up to 50000 HUF. There was one exception: local governments that did not provide
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appropriate shelter could not apply this regulation. However, what was meant by
“appropriate shelter” was never defined, which made it possible to apply the law
almost universally.

In the spring of 2012, a new law was adopted: Act 2 of 2012 on Petty Offences.
Article 186 of the new law declared that if someone uses public space in a way that
is “different from its original designation” — for habitual residence or for the storage
of personal property used for habitual residence — they commit a petty offence. The
sanction was initially a fine, but in the case of non-payment it could be transformed
into incarceration. If repeated, this crime became punishable by a maximum fine of
150000 HUF (approximately €500).

Importantly, the law also allowed the imposition of an on-the-spot fine, which
created a highly unjust practice: if someone admitted to committing the petty
offence on the premises, they were excluded from any further legal remedy. The
City is for All, a Hungarian homeless rights advocacy group and the Hungarian Civil
Liberties Union (HCLU) encountered a number of cases where the “perpetrators”
did not realize what they were signing. However, once this statement was made, it
could not be revoked anymore.

Decision of the Constitutional Court [38/2012. (XI. 14.)]

In November 2012, the Hungarian Constitutional Court annulled the above article
of the Petty Offences Act as well as the section of the Law on Local Governments,
which made it possible to penalize “flagrantly anti-communal behaviour.” The
plenum listed a number of reasons for its decision.

First, it emphasized that the annulled legislation had a Janus-face, as very similar
actions were sanctioned by both administrative law (“flagrantly anti-communal
behaviour”) and the petty offences law (rough sleeping).

Second, the Court emphasized that the fact that someone lives in public space does
not infringe on other people’s rights, cause damage or endanger the habitual use of
space or public order. As a result, there is no reason to define this as a petty offence.

Third, as the Court highlighted, a petty offence requires the subjective fault of the
offender (intention or negligence). However, as homelessness is a social condition,
the facts are independent of the person and the terms of subjective fault cannot be
detected. In this way, by establishing objective liability, the law punished a social
status rather than a specific behaviour.
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Fourth, the legislation under discussion did not make a difference between substan-
tive and procedural norms, which has weakened the rule of law. Specifically, while
the Law on Local Governments has authorized municipalities to create sanctions
for “anti-communal” and “flagrantly anti-communal” behaviour, it left the definition
of these terms to the discretion of the authorities.

Fifth, according to the statement of the Court, there is no constitutional argument to
limit somebody’s freedom of movement and human dignity. As a result, the state does
not have the right to force homeless people to live in shelters or any other places.

Finally, by declaring that homelessness is a social problem that cannot be solved
with the tools of criminal justice, the Hungarian Constitutional Court made it clear
that making rough sleeping a petty offence is not only clearly against the rule of
law, but also highly unjust.

Breach of Fundamental Rights

After the Constitutional Court annulled the above-mentioned regulations, the
Fourth Amendment of the Fundamental Law, which came into effect in April 2013,
incorporated provisions that authorized local governments to penalize habitual
residence in public spaces. All international conventions such as The Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights as well as the national constitutions of democratic states declare the right
to human dignity, the right to the freedom of movement and the right to private
life. However, even though the Hungarian Fundamental Law itself acknowledges
human rights, the fact that it allows local governments to effectively prohibit street
homelessness means that it does not meet basic human rights requirements.

In addition, the Fundamental Law fails to provide a strong enough guarantee for
comprehensive social support. Article 34(3) of The Charter of Fundamental Rights
of the European Union says that: “In order to combat social exclusion and poverty,
the Union recognises and respects the right to social and housing assistance so
as to ensure a decent existence for all those who lack sufficient resources, in
accordance with the rules laid down by Community law and national laws and
practices.” In contrast, the Hungarian Fundamental Law says that “Hungary shall
strive to provide the conditions for housing with human dignity and to guarantee
access to public services for everyone.” The phrase “shall strive” indicates that
the Hungarian state does not recognize the right to social and housing assistance,
it merely attempts to ensure it, even if it is not successful in doing so. All of this
implies that the current Hungarian government is not really committed to
addressing homelessness in a meaningful way.
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Beyond the specific critiques regarding the penalization of homelessness, the
opinion of the Hungarian Civil Liberties Union is that the whole structure of the
Fourth Amendment violates innate human rights. In fact, several regulations intro-
duced by the Fourth Amendment had been earlier annulled by the Constitutional
Court because they were in breach of fundamental rights. Having the very same
articles included in the Fundamental Law means that they are no longer formally
unconstitutional. However, their contents continue to be against human rights as
well as both universal and European values.

Taking a stand against criminalization

While The City is for All (AVM) mobilizes homeless people against criminalization,
HCLU provides legal aid and pursues strategic litigation to support homeless people
and demonstrate the illegitimacy of the current legislation. After the Constitutional
Court’s decision, all of the procedures that had been undertaken under the annulled
law were ceased. However, HCLU warned that all former decisions should also be
reviewed, and the fines imposed returned to citizens. In the end, HCLU was successful
in convincing the Court to expand its verdict to address this issue.

In order to understand how many people had been affected by this law, HCLU filed
a public information request. The response received indicates that between April
and November 2012, altogether 39545000 HUF (around 132000 EUR) were incurred
as fines and the fine was replaced with incarceration in a total of 24 cases. There
were big differences among the various counties of Hungary, which indicates that
the execution of the law greatly depended on the practices and (financial) interests
of local governments.

Based on the Fourth Amendment, the Petty Offences Act was modified and it came
into force on October 15, 2013. According to the Act, there are certain areas —
UNESCO world heritage sites — which are automatically “prohibited zones.” In
addition, local governments have the right to designate further areas, where habitual
residence is prohibited. Since the law was passed, HCLU has been monitoring
law-making at the local level as well as the practice of penalization, while AVM
requires public data on a monthly basis regarding the legal procedures initiated
against homeless people under this Act.

Many local governments have passed decrees since they got the legal authorization
to do so. As a result, almost the entire downtown of Budapest has become a
prohibited area. Besides, we can already see that there are certain districts in
Budapest (district IV and V), and two towns (Flizesabony and Varpalota), which
began to persecute homeless people. Most of the above-mentioned authorities had
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begun this practice even before the modification of the Petty Offences Act, which
means that they had no legal possibility to do so. HCLU initiated legal supervision
procedures in all these cases and turned to the competent prosecution as well.

Another highly questionable measure is that the petty offence procedure must be
carried out in a designated homeless shelter. In Budapest, a building has been
designated as an office where public servants are on duty 24 hours a day so that
homeless people can be prosecuted any time.

Conclusion

Overall, the criminalization of homelessness is on the rise in Hungary and the
Hungarian legislature has also failed to understand that people cannot be forced
to move to homeless shelters against their will. Both The City is for All and HCLU
want to take every possible step to stop this process, and intend to turn to the
European Court of Human Rights. Finally we continue our work to protect the
fundamental rights of people who are homeless and to advocate for more long-term
solutions to the problem of extreme housing poverty.
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Reflections on the Leuven Roundtable on
Homelessness: the End of the Beginning”?

Aidan Culhane and Niamh Randall

Department of Environment, Community and Local Government, Ireland
Simon Communities of Ireland (National Office)

Introduction

On 1 March 2013, a meeting of Ministers and Ministries from 24 EU countries met
to discuss the issue of homelessness and to explore the possibilities for future
co-operation on the issue. The meeting, arranged under the auspices of the Irish
Presidency of the Council of the EU, was co-chaired by Jan O’Sullivan, the Irish
Minister with responsibility for Housing and Planning, and Laszlo Andor, the
European Commissioner with responsibility for Employment, Social Policy, Health,
and Consumer Affairs Council (EPSCSO) matters. The meeting agreed on six prin-
ciples that should underpin European co-operation on the issue of homelessness.
This policy review seeks to outline the process involved in bringing that meeting
about, and to draw conclusions about how issues, which are not areas of EU
competency, such as homelessness, can be addressed and advanced at a
European level. Using the event as a case study it also reflects on European policy-
making and where homelessness and housing exclusion might sit in that context.

Homelessness Policy and the EU

While many issues at European level can be dealt with by a single council formation,
e.g. financial or economic issues by Economic and Social Affairs Council (ECOFIN),
the issue of homelessness is not an EU competence. As a national responsibility,
it resides with various different Ministries in different countries, e.g. health, environ-
ment, or social protection. This means there are no regular mechanisms within the
conventional EU institutional structures where Ministers with this responsibility
meet and no regular council meeting where questions relating to homelessness can
be addressed. However, homelessness is an issue common to all countries in the
EU, and while the fundamental causes are generally similar, the nature and extent
of the problem and responses can vary widely.
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The main opportunities to progress homelessness at a European level to date
have been through the Open Method of Coordination (OMC). Gosme argues that
the placing:

... of homelessness on the social OMC agenda through the common objectives
has been an important first trigger for mobilisation of state and non-state
actors... to support homelessness policy-making (2012, p.8).

The OMC allows for a shared competence on social policy matters between the EU
and Member States, with the EU co-ordinating policies which are developed at
national level in accordance with needs (Gosme, 2012, p.5). Spinnewijn (2009)
charted the development of EU engagement with the issue of homelessness in the
first decade of the century, noting the following reasons why it did not become as
well integrated into the social inclusion agenda as other issues:

(@) Lack of agreement on indicators related to homelessness.

(b) Late emergence of homelessness as a priority issue in Member State National
Anti-Poverty Strategies (NAPs).

(c) Homelessness is commonly not the responsibility of the Social Protection
Committee (SPC) delegate’s Ministry.

(d) Insufficient resources [allocated] within the Commission to advance the issue.

However, he notes a rising level of interest in the issue from 2008. In recent years,
there have been significant moves at European level seeking further co-operation,
up to and including a European Homelessness Strategy. The economic crisis in
general has resulted in an increase in people in housing difficulty, ranging from
mortgage distress and increased levels of eviction to literal homelessness. The 2012
Annual Growth Survey (European Commission, 2011) reported increased homeless-
ness in several countries as a result of the economic crisis. Tacitly, countries that were
experiencing high levels or indeed chronic levels of homelessness among migrant
communities were acutely aware of the potential of deeper European-level involve-
ment in homelessness at a policy, support, and financial level.

In 2010, the European Consensus Conference on Homelessness, hosted by the
Belgian Government in conjunction with the Commission, sought to draw together
governmental, practitioner, academic and non-governmental experts to find a
consensus on key issues related to homelessness to serve as a basis for devel-
oping policies on homelessness at a European level. In 2011, a number of key
European institutions and actors — the European Parliament (2011), the Committee
of the Regions (2011), and the European Economic and Social Committee (2012)
all made calls for more concerted EU action on homelessness, and in 2012, the
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EPSCO adopted conclusions calling on Member States and the European
Commission to “develop and promote adequate schemes for persons who are
homeless”(COEU, p.11).

The attitude of the Commission to increased EU involvement in homelessness was
less clear. The Commission had co-sponsored the 2010 European Consensus
conference on homelessness, and also in that year, in the Joint Report on Social
Protection and Social Exclusion (EC, 2010) noted that comprehensive strategies
were key to fighting homelessness and housing exclusion. It also went on to
emphasise the importance of governance in structures designed to combat home-
lessness, the key role of prevention strategies, and the need for robust monitoring
and evaluation strategies (EC, 2010). However, there was a marked reluctance to
move towards a strategy on homelessness on three principal grounds. First, there
was a view that as it was an area of national competence, then the EU should not
act outside of its competence; second the case for a strategy had not been made;
and third, the Commission had not fully settled on its view of homelessness.

The Social Investment Package (SIP), published in November of 2012 (European
Parliament, 2012), surprised many in its approach to homelessness. It was clear in
the year running up the publication of the SIP that thought on the issue was rapidly
evolving, and it was evident that there was considerable internal debate. The publi-
cation of a full Staff Working Paper on Confronting Homelessness (EC, 2013) as part
of the SIP was a step further than many had expected. It also aligned well with the
view of advocates for housing-led approaches and EU co-operation on this matter.
While it stopped short of advocating a full EU Homelessness strategy, it did signal
an acknowledgement that addressing homelessness was now a key part of social
inclusion policy at a European level.

Pressure from Member States and Lobbying Efforts

It must also be acknowledged that there has been on-going pressure from various
member states in relation to advancing European co-operation on homelessness.
For example, as mentioned, the Belgian Government hosted the Consensus
Conference as an initiative of the Presidency of the EU Council in 2010, co-organ-
ised with the European Commission. However, a key event in the context of prepa-
ration for the Roundtable meeting was the call by the French government, in March
2012, for a European strategy on homelessness. The paper was presented infor-
mally at first, and then formally communicated to the Commission later that year. It
proposed a strategy based on five principles: housing first; importance of supply;
importance of supports to maintain housing; prevention; and choice.
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In addition, enhancing European collaboration had long been the goal of NGOs
working in the area of homelessness, especially FEANTSA (the European Federation
of Organisations Working with the Homeless) and its members. Gosme argues that
European networks not only participate in:

... stakeholder dialogue with the Commission drawing attention to emerging
needs and policies, but are also vehicles for mutual learning and centres of
expertise which can support policy formulation based on evidence from the
ground (2012, p.11).

There have been on-going ad hoc meetings (conferences, peer reviews, projects)
which have brought together key national and European stakeholders to share
learning and best practice. In addition this on-going dialogue has been supported
by the work programme of the European Observatory on Homelessness.

The Roundtable

Early in 2012, Jan O’Sullivan TD (member of the Irish Parliament), Minister for
Housing and Planning in Ireland stated her intention to hold a meeting of European
Ministers with responsibility for homelessness during the Irish presidency in the
first half of 2013. Upon taking up the role of Minister of Housing and Planning in
December 2011 Minister Jan O‘Sullivan highlighted that homelessness would be
one of her core priorities, stating:

| am determined that my role as Minister for Housing will also see substantial
progress in tackling the continuing scandal of homelessness in Irish society. |
am working closely with the various voluntary bodies which are committed to
ending homelessness so that everyone can access secure, safe and sustaining
accommodation.!

O’Sullivan, a Labour Party TD for a constituency with a high level of social exclusion
saw homelessness as the most urgent problem in the housing side of her portfolio.
The Presidency offered an opportunity to advance the issue at a European level.
The intention of the meeting was to:

...bring added focus to the EU’s involvement in the area of homelessness, to
discuss issues of common interest and possible future cooperation so as to
signal the strong support among member states towards addressing and
tackling the issue of homelessness.?

7 http://www.labour.ie/janosullivan/

2 http://eu2013.ie/news/news-items/20130301post-homelessnessroundtablepr/
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At first, it was conceived of as an “informal meeting” of Ministers, as routinely
happens during Presidencies. However it became clear that a meeting in, or close
to Brussels might be more opportune; attracting a greater number of attendees,
and producing a more focused outcome. Minister O’Sullivan had expressed a
strong view that the meeting should go beyond discussion to make some conclu-
sions and suggest actions for the future. In the early stages it was proposed that
there would be a meeting of Ministers to be followed by a meeting with the
Commissioner to discuss the outcomes. However, with the Commissioner’s
agreement to attend and indeed co-chair the meeting, there was a strong base for
meaningful and productive discussions.

In preparation for the meeting, the Irish Presidency developed a discussion paper
for circulation proposing a “framework for co-operation” (OMHP, 2013a, pp.6-7)
which adopted the principles in the aforementioned French paper at its core.
However it also sought to address a number of other contentious areas on the issue
of homelessness at a European level. In particular, it emphasised the importance
of a common reference framework, data, and research.

The paper was, however, deliberately conservative in its goals. While adopting the
principles from the French paper as a basis for co-operation, the Irish Government
were consciously not calling for a European Strategy on Homelessness. This was
in recognition of the importance of building a broad consensus on the issue across
countries and in acknowledgement of the marked sensitivities around a “strategy”.
Some of the sensitivities are directly related to the competency issue and the fact
that not all countries would welcome European intervention in this “domestic”
matter however others related to fears of imposition of definition and measurement
methods undermining national data collection systems and also having budgetary
implications. The Irish Government deliberately focused on ensuring this meeting
brought as many players as possible around the table to build this broad consensus.
This was for three reasons. First, the meeting and paper was seen as part of a
process moving towards greater European cooperation and not an end in itself;
secondly as the meeting fell outside the formal European apparatus for its outcomes
to be meaningful, it was important that as many countries as possible were repre-
sented and that the Commission was involved. Thirdly, while the event was part of
the official Presidency programme, marshalling the required political and diplomatic
resources for more complex negotiation was not possible in the context of overall
Presidency priorities. In the drafting of the discussion paper, there was extensive
consultation, including with the Commission around certain sensitive issues, in
language it drew heavily from SIP, and cautiously approached matters around the
definition and measurement of homelessness. In addition, bilateral engagement
with other Member States in advance of the meeting was important.
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With the Roundtable scheduled for 1 March, the Discussion Paper was circulated
in early 2013, inviting Ministers to comment. Broadly, there was a warm welcome
for the contents of the paper, and general agreement around its contents. The
results of the consultation were synthesised into a draft report that was tabled for
discussion at the roundtable. Once invitations had issued and again when the
Discussion Paper issued to the various Ministries it was important that the relevance
and significance of the meeting was communicated at a national level. To support
this FEANTSA mobilised member organisations in Member States to encourage
their governments to attend the event and highlight the support of national homeless
organisations for the event and the discussion paper.

The Outcome

The Roundtable meeting was attended by Ministers or representatives of Ministries
from 24 countries, a very strong attendance for a meeting of this nature. The
Presidency sought agreement on the draft report, and further contributions from
member states were reflected in a final report that issued some time later. The
meeting agreed six principles to inform homelessness policy across Europe.

e Principle 1 — Develop and share knowledge and best practice.
® Principle 2 — Core elements for response.

e Principle 3 — Funding.

e Principle 4 - Common reference framework.

e Principle 5 — Research, innovation and data collection.

® Principle 6 — Implementation and monitoring (OMHP, 2013b).

The report sought to strengthen co-ordination on these six principles, and impor-
tantly agreed that the Commission should “support and facilitate Member States
in their efforts to combat homelessness through implementation of the Social
Investment Package in a defined way” (OMHP, 2013b, p.3). Furthermore, it was
recorded that those present hoped it was the beginning of a process of engage-
ment and would welcome meeting again.
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Discussion and Conclusions

For many reasons, homelessness and housing exclusion, though clearly recog-
nised as severe forms of social exclusion, have struggled to find their way onto a
central place in the policy agenda at European level, notwithstanding competency
issues. Key to this problem appears to be the difficulty in agreeing common indica-
tors (Spinnewijn, 2009, p.303). Given the rising level of interest in an increased level
of European engagement on the issue, the Irish Presidency initiative was designed
to explore the possibilities for further co-operation. The economic crisis that beset
Europe from 2008 must be seen as one of the key changing contexts. Certainly, it
acted as an important catalyst for the increased focus on the issue. The rise in
housing-related social exclusion including homelessness as a result of the adverse
economic circumstances is well recognised and indeed is cited in the Commission
Staff Working Paper as the principal reason for more “urgent concerted action” on
homelessness (EC, 2013, p.1).

The event is noteworthy for a number of reasons. Overall, the first meeting of EU
homelessness Ministers is a significant milestone in itself. The high level of attend-
ance reflects the growing acknowledgement of the problem and a willingness of
Ministers to come together to exchange views on it. The decision of Commissioner
Andor to attend, and indeed, to co-chair the event is an important step in
Commission engagement on the issue of homelessness. This indicates the
Commission, although clearly wary of embarking on a potentially fraught new work
stream, acknowledges combating homelessness as a key part of the social
inclusion agenda. It was also evident that Ministers were interested in discussing
closer working, with an additional EU dimension. Finally, the agreement on the six
principles sets out an agenda on which the next steps can be based, and they are
a “good fit” with the focus on homelessness within the SIP.

As Hill (1997) notes the relationship between policy and politics cannot be under-
estimated and one of the key lessons from the Irish initiative is the centrality of
politics to policy making. The Council of the European Union operates in an
extremely crowded policy landscape, with limited time, and many demands. As with
all policy areas, working in a 27-member state structure presents challenges in
terms of dealing with such a variety of political and policy differences, and with
national sensitivities and nuances. In addition, there are a wide range of actors
involved in the Presidency planning process, ranging across the national govern-
ment apparatus, and into official channels in the European Council itself. Given the
nature of the Union as a multi-state, multi-lingual entity, the range of processes and
precision of language requires time and resources to navigate. In addition, while all
countries share the problem of homelessness, the nature and extent varies across
the Union. Attitudes and approaches to dealing with the issue are also diverse.
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Accordingly, strong and single-minded political will to bring the matter to the table
is vital. Overall, the approach of aiming for broad consensus rather than a radical
shift in direction and overly circumscribed outcomes were important to an agreed
output from the meeting.

Gosme describes “Europeanisation” as a three-tier process including:

... top-down processes influencing national agendas, bottom-up processes
influencing the EU agenda, and horizontal cross-national influencing... which are
empirically linked in practice” resulting in greater interconnectedness between
national policy-making and European policy making processes (2012, p.5).

Certainly there are elements of all these in relation to homelessness at a European
level. It is perhaps too early to say where the Roundtable initiative sits in the overall
“Europeanisation” of homelessness policy. From a position where the issue was
very marginal to the social OMC, there has been a marked rise in the level of interest
at a European level in recent years. The OMC clearly does allow for cooperation
but the process is slow and incremental where policy is built step by step allowing
for “mutual adjustment” and protecting against lasting mistakes (Lindblom, 1959,
pp.81-82). Perhaps such an approach is particularly appropriate in complex and
contested areas however, and importantly it does not facilitate radical policy
change (Randall, 2011, p.292). Indeed this very point was raised by Gosme (2012)
where she queried whether there had been a “conscious decision” not to push for
EU evaluation and monitoring in relation to homelessness given it was a “sensitive
policy area” (p.16) within the competency of member states who might be reluctant
to fit their national homelessness policy making into an EU monitoring framework.

The SIP is the context identified for the Commission to support and facilitate
Member States on homelessness, so there is a clear need to determine a course
of action for this to take place. Clearly a specific European forum where homeless-
ness can be addressed continues to be absent. It appears that the Social Protection
Committee remains the vehicle through which actions on foot of the Report must
be progressed. There is unlikely to be an appetite for a new structure, so it appears
that some new agreed programme and method of working must be conceived.
There have been recent calls for a “Roadmap” to ensure implementation of the
homelessness-related aspects of SIP. However, it must be cautioned that overall
the SIP resides in the EPSCO council formation which does not include many
Ministries with responsibility for homelessness. While the Irish initiative gave the
issue a new impetus, Presidencies are transitory and further meetings of Ministers
will require homelessness to be reflected in the priorities of those Presidencies.
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While the Leuven Roundtable demonstrates that Member States are anxious to
co-operate with each other on the issue of homelessness, and they have agreed
on the six principles on which that co-operation should be based, the issue is now
to translate those principles into further steps and concrete actions. Many of the
drawbacks and obstacles to progress on homelessness that were identified in this
article in relation to the OMC remain in place. The Irish initiative, as mentioned,
explicitly sought consensus between Member States and with the Commission. It
sought to advance the issue without bringing about disruptive change or challenge.
This may be seen as its strength and indeed also weakness. It remains to be seen
how the circumspection displayed in the agreement reached at Leuven will
overcome these. Therefore the Roundtable might be conceived of as the “end of
the beginning” of EU engagement on homelessness.
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Introduction: Rationale for cost-benefit analysis

In recent years two important developments have influenced social policies in many
western countries: A diminishing availability of public funds and increased expecta-
tions with regard to quality. These developments have spawned further initiatives
to optimise public policy efforts, both within specific policy areas and for cross-
cutting initiatives that span more than one policy area. This has generated a number
of key principles for public policy. The most important of these are:

e General efficiency: delivering qualitatively good services at the lowest possible costs;

e Client orientation: focussing on clients and their social context, whereby
outcomes should be attuned to individuals’ specific needs and capabilities;

e Continuity of support: guaranteeing continuous support, both over time and
between different responsible authorities, including clear case management;

e Timely support: emphasising and increasing prevention (social care) and primary
care (light/short care for mainly one dimensional problems) instead of expensive
secondary care (specialised care/cure for complex problems);

e Coordinated support: more efficient coordination (integral service provision) of
social, primary and secondary care through optimisation of different policy-
chains (e.g. social support/welfare, public and general health care, mental health
care, and youth/family care).

Cost-benefit analysis can test various claims of efficiency and effectiveness and
hence contribute to efforts to optimise social policies. Homelessness is one of the
most complex policy domains. A number of studies on the costs and benefits of
initiatives to tackle homelessness have been performed in Anglo-Saxon countries
such as Australia, the USA, Canada, and the United Kingdom (e.g. Ministry of
SDES, 2001; Mondello et al, 2007; Culhane, 2008; Zaretzky et al, 2008; Larimer et
al, 2009; UK Government, 2010).

On the European continent, such studies are much scarcer but they do exist. A
recent example is a national cost-benefit analysis of the effects of homelessness
policies (HP) in the Netherlands, conducted in winter 2010 for the Ministry of
Public Health, Welfare and Sport (Cebeon, 2011). Important developments in
responding to homelessness in the Netherlands, which triggered the analysis, are
outlined below.
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Dutch context

About ten years ago, thousands of people lived on the streets in the Netherlands
(mainly in the largest cities) or stayed for lengthy periods in overnight shelters. This
was partly caused by the insufficient capacity of community shelters. The high level
of homelessness had consequences for society as a whole as well as for homeless
individuals. It generated a great deal of public disorder and petty crime and also
resulted in a deterioration in the health status of many homeless people due to their
care avoidance.

The urgency of the situation prompted a joint effort by the Dutch government and
the four principal cities, (known as the G-4) Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and
Utrecht, resulting in a Plan for Social Relief. During its first stage (2006-2009) the
plan focussed on providing immediate improvements in the conditions for those
homeless people living on the streets, by active guidance and supporting their
move towards rehabilitation as well as measures to prevent homelessness targeted
at those at serious risk of eviction or those leaving detention/institutions.

Based on the G-4 agreement, the cities developed strong links with a chain of
relevant partners, such as (mental) health care providers and housing corporations.
They adopted a new approach consisting of the following elements:

e Every homeless person applies for support at a central municipal access point.
They are then screened by public health care professionals to check if they meet
the admission criteria’ (see Planje and Tynman, 2013 for further information on
the admission criteria);

¢ Anintegrated plan is made for every homeless person, which covers all relevant
areas of life. On this basis, personalised trajectories out of homelessness are
initiated and managed by a service provider professional;

e Progress and results are monitored based on uniformly registered client-infor-
mation; periodic meetings are held between municipal supervisors and client-
managers on individual trajectories;

e Seamless co-operation by all chain partners in a structural framework under
municipal policy guidance. Agreements are made with health care insurance boards
and housing corporations on the provision of long-term health care and housing;

e The formation of (outreaching) flexible assertive community treatment-teams
which facilitate the intensified participation of (mental) health care providers and
others as necessary;

7 Important criteria are lack of a registrated residential address, living in the region for at least two
years, suffering from multiple problems, and not being self-sufficient.
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e Increased capacity, most notably in the provision of meaningful daytime activity,
debt relief as well as specialised long-term supported/supervised accommoda-
tion, which includes people with very complex problems due to chronic addiction
and/or mental illness.

With the execution of this first stage, the desired breakthrough has largely been
achieved. The situation has improved considerably for homeless and potentially
homeless people themselves as well as for society at large. The new approach has
helped many homeless people get off the streets, leading them into supported
pathways out of homelessness and improved the well-being of many clients by
creating stable incomes, health and housing. Moreover, it has prevented many people
from becoming homeless; the number of evictions and people becoming homeless
after being released from prison or long-stay institutions has decreased. Another
result is a significant decrease in petty crime committed by homeless people.

Substantial social investments have been made in order to achieve these results. Total
expenditures of the G-4 plan amounted to around €175 million up to 2009. The G-4
cities contributed about one third of that figure. Partly in light of tighter public budgets
and also because of the magnitude of the investment required, the question was raised
as to what extent these expenditures have provided positive (financial) benefits.

At the same time, more fundamental challenges remained that called for additional
efforts. To address them, the Dutch government and the G-4 agreed on a second
stage of the plan (2010-2013). The purpose was to shift efforts towards enhancing
the capabilities of vulnerable persons/families (including residential clients) to be
self-sufficient in various domains, including social networks, employment and
daytime activity.

Therefore a national analysis of costs and benefits was needed that would:

1. Develop a methodological framework to assess the costs and benefits for the
entire policy domain;

2. Establish the main benefits of HP in other policy domains and, where possible,
quantify them;

3. Demonstrate how available public budgets for homeless people could be
allocated more effectively.

It was decided that the analysis should be broader in scope than the G-4 plan,
because the results have to be relevant also for other large cities that have
developed similar plans. This policy review first highlights the cost-benefit model
developed and its operationalisation. It proceeds by describing and quantifying the
main benefits for each target group, which are compared with costs. Finally, the
limitations of the study and lessons for future policy and research are discussed.
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Model and Operationalisation

Character of the study

An exploration of existing cost-benefit analyses in the Dutch field of homelessness
yielded only a small number of relevant studies. The most comprehensive is a study
by Gort (2007), who used (administrative) data of the municipality and the police
and justice department for a sample of about one hundred clients in supported
pathway out of homelessness, in conjunction with insights from (former) police and
public health experts to make an internal business case for the city of Rotterdam.
Through extrapolation to the total client-group he concluded that investing €1 in
homeless services and (mental) health care generates more than €2 of cost savings
for police/justice and insurance companies. Another example regards a study at
the level of one service provider. Boers (2006) analysed how specialised supported
housing by this provider affected the reconviction rate of about one hundred clients
who have left penal institutions. She quantified the reduction in social costs and
compared these with total service costs. The main limitations of these studies were
a focus on specific target groups (many of which were higher need clients) and
benefits for the criminal justice system, while the effects of homeless services were
entangled with those of (mental) health care.

Usually, cost-benefit studies focus on the costs and benefits of individual policy
programmes, which are often limited in scope (for a particular period) and have
rather well-defined goals and target-groups. The basic cost-benefit model then can
be derived from available official documents together with input from relevant
officials (policy-makers). Often, such analyses are facilitated by (readily available or
quickly gathered) targeted data with a direct link to the programme.

In essence, our study was set up along similar and broadly accepted methodo-
logical lines. However, to perform a total cost-benefit analysis for the entire policy
field (national/meta-level) from a small, specific knowledge base meant that we had
to invest much (more) time in:

e Defining and delimiting scope, in terms of target-groups, policy aims, time
horizon, baseline situation, and relevant categories of costs and benefits (HP
versus other domains);

e Setting up a basic model that transcends the level of specific programmes and can
still generate meaningful insights regarding the costs and benefits of policy-efforts;

e Gathering existing data (including policy/scientific research and official sources of
public service costs) from different sources, and linking it in a meaningful way to the
policy field and identified target-groups (defining which types of service costs can
be regarded as benefits of HP and how to operationalise these avoided costs).
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In order to mitigate the inherent limitations of this approach and the short duration of
the study, we discussed the concept model and its preliminary results extensively in
several panel meetings with experts in the field (street-level and policy-advising
experts of the main cities, representatives of clients and university professors).
Moreover, the operational model was tested during a broader expert conference with
representatives of (mental) health care institutions, shelter providers, other cities and
independent/academic experts as well. Finally, the study profited from the critical
input of municipalities, shelter providers, mental health care providers, and health
insurance companies via representatives of their national associations.

Cost-benefit model

The structure of our cost-benefit model consists of four basic elements, depicted
in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Basic structure of cost-benefit model
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The model is starts from the (intended) effects or policy aims of HP. HP aims to fulfil
both a preventative and a rehabilitative function. HP provides the necessary
supports to prevent the present situation of vulnerable and homeless people from
deteriorating. HP can also fulfil a rehabilitative function by promoting the social (re)
integration of homeless people. It is envisaged that movement between the different
target groups will deliver both aims of HP. The study distinguished three target-
groups to which HP are usually aimed. These are summarised in Table 1.
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Table 1: Definition and estimated numbers of target groups

Target group Definition National numbers*

1. Potentially Vulnerable people/families at serious risk of eviction,
homeless including formerly homeless and/or formerly clinical 60000
people clients of mental health institutions

2. Actually People without a residence, who need to resort to staying
homeless outdoors, in a public shelter or with friends or family, 17800
people without knowing where they will stay the next night

3. Residentially People registered as habitants of institutional housing 13000
homeless people | for homeless people

* Sources: 1. City-plans for social relief and Bos et al. 2010, p. 2. Central Bureau of Statistics 2010, p. 3.
City-plans for social relief.

These groups can be seen as different stages of homelessness. Each stage
requires a particular approach to improve people’s situation, involving a mix of
instruments (prevention, guidance, shelter and rehabilitation). The model only takes
into account the costs of (initial) HP efforts that are needed to realise the desired
effects (stabilisation or a move to another target-group). Such efforts include both
temporary expenses (such as the start up of trajectories) and longer term expenses
(such as aftercare by providing housing support). The costs of the ‘stable situation’
itself (i.e. maintaining the initial or improved situation) are left out of the equation.

A basic assumption in the analysis is that by preventing undesirable changes (for
example the shift from ‘potentially homeless’ to ‘actually homeless’ through
eviction) and stimulating desirable changes (for example the shift from ‘residentially
homeless’ to ‘potentially homeless’), various types of costs in other domains are
being avoided/offset. The study shows that these benefits of HP are most substan-
tial in health care and criminal justice, and to a lesser extent also materialise in the
domain of housing.

Operationalisation

To operationalise the model (i.e. to fill in the qualitative and quantitative links) several
steps were taken for each target-group. As a first step, the main potential cause-
effect relationships were described to make clear which effects HP are likely to
achieve in different situations. Secondly, a baseline situation was defined in order
to isolate HP results from a situation ‘as if there was no HP’. Thirdly, we gathered
existing data about the service utilisation of people in target-groups and approxi-
mated their costs in different domains. These data were quite heterogeneous,
varying in scope (one subgroup or all groups; one type of service or a broad range),
content (definitions, time-periods, etc.) and quality (from practitioners’ observations
to scientific design). We used this input to quantify the service utilisation costs of
target-groups in all relevant domains. The resulting quantities involve observing a
time horizon of about ten years to incorporate both short and long-term effects.
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A next step was to conceptualise the effectiveness of HP in establishing cost
offsets elsewhere. We tested assumptions on (a) success rates for HP in stimulating
desirable changes and preventing undesirable changes (numbers of affected
people in target-groups) and (b) the degree to which outcomes can be attributed
to HP. HP are not executed in isolation but within a chain of mutually dependent
institutions. Examples of chain partners are mental health care providers
(outreaching teams, addiction care), providers of general welfare support (early
intervention, guidance and short-term support), income related welfare support
(budget-control assistance, debt relief, labour participation), police/justice depart-
ment (fighting public disturbances and crime) and housing corporations (preventive
housing support). The inherent overlap of responses to homeless people generates
a necessity for cooperation. HP cannot result in desired effects without effective
contribution from other actors and vice versa. Hence, provisions for target-groups
must be applied and analysed in coherence with other domains. Final steps were
to determine the benefits in different domains (using the results of previous steps)
and to compare total benefits with total costs of HP.

Results

Intended effects and required HP efforts (see Figure 1)

Targeted HP efforts can generate different types of effects with regard to people
in each target-group. The cost-benefit analysis focussed on effects that are
expected to be the most notable, in terms of appearance as well as substance.
Both these intended effects and the required HP efforts are summarised in table 2.
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Table 2: Intended effects and required HP efforts per target-group

Target-group

Intended effect of HP

Targeted HP efforts

Potentially 1. Unstable situation is stabilised Limited guidance/support to keep people 3
homeless with help of HP efforts and (most) | years in trajectory.
people potentially homeless people are | Limited ambulant housing support for 2 years.
prevented from becoming
actually homeless (again).

2. Eviction cannot be averted and Transitional use (3 months) of overnight
with help of HP efforts some shelter until supported housing is available.
potentially homeless people are | Guidance and 1 year aftercare: case
guided directly to supported management, extra intensive for those at
housing (housing first), in order to | risk of becoming repeat offender.
prevent them from becoming
actually homeless. Indirectly,
these efforts keep several people
from becoming a repeat offender.

3. Eviction cannot be averted and Transitional use (3 months) of overnight
with help of HP efforts some shelter until protected housing is available.
potentially homeless people are | Guidance and 1 year aftercare: case
guided directly to protected management, extra intensive for those at
housing in order to prevent them | risk of becoming a repeat offender
from becoming actually
homeless. Indirectly, these
efforts keep several people from
becoming a repeat offender.

Actually 1. With help of HP efforts some Transitional use (3 months) of overnight
homeless (self-supporting) actually shelter until housing is available.
people homeless people are guided Limited ambulant housing support for 3
directly to independent housing | months to enable a new start.
(-9 without structural support). | Guidance and 6 months aftercare: Limited
case management for further stabilisation.

2. With help of HP efforts some Transitional use (3 months) of overnight
actually homeless people are shelter until housing is available.
guided to permanent housing Ambulant housing support for 6 months to
with ambulant support. enable a new start.

Creating social support system to
guarantee new situation.

Guidance and 3 year aftercare: Limited
case management for further stabilisation.

3. With help of HP efforts most Transitional use (3 months) of overnight

actually homeless people are
guided to supported housing.
Indirectly, these efforts keep
several people from becoming a
repeat offender.

shelter until supported housing is available.
Heroin-assisted treatment for 1 month
(start-up).

Supported collective housing for 6 months
to get used to housing.

Structured daytime activities for 6 months.
Guidance and 1 year aftercare: case
management, extra intensive for those at
risk of becoming a repeat offender.
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Target-group | Intended effect of HP Targeted HP efforts
4. With help of HP efforts other Use of emergency shelter for 1 week.
actually homeless people are Transitional use (3 months) of overnight
guided to protected housing. shelter until protected housing is available.

Indirectly, these efforts keep
several people from becoming a
repeat offender.

Heroin-assisted treatment for 1 month
(start-up).

Structured daytime activities for 6 months.
Guidance and 1 year aftercare: case
management, extra intensive for those at
risk of becoming a repeat offender.

Residentially | 1. With help of HP efforts some Ambulant housing support for 6 months to
homeless residentially homeless people move | enable a new start.
people to supported permanent housing. | Sustaining a social support system for 1

year to guarantee new situation.
Guidance and 3 years aftercare: Case
management for further stabilisation.
2. The situation of most residentially | Case management for 3 years.
homeless people in supported
housing is stabilised and with
help of HP efforts they are
prevented from becoming
actually homeless again.

3. With help of HP efforts some Supported collective housing for 1 year to
residentially homeless people get used to housing.
move on from protected to Guidance and 1 year aftercare: Case
supported housing. management.

4. The situation of residentially Case management for 3 years, extra
homeless people in protected intensive for those at risk of becoming a
housing is stabilised and with repeat offender.
help of HP efforts they are

prevented from becoming
actually homeless again.
Indirectly, these efforts keep
several people from becoming a
repeat offender.

Quantification of Benefits and Costs (see Figure 1)

In order to quantify HP benefits per effect, it was necessary to estimate (a) the
number of people in the target-group who make a desired movement with the help
of HP efforts and (b) how much HP contribute to avoiding/reducing costs in other
domains. The way these indicators of effectiveness and the intended effects of HP
were operationalised, is summarised in Table 3.
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Example: to quantify effect 1 of potentially homeless people (situation with HP), it
was assessed that approximately 85 percent of this target-group (a) can be
supported so as to prevent them from becoming actually homeless (situation
without HP). About one third of the resulting cost avoidance elsewhere can be
attributed to HP efforts (b).

Table 3: Part of target-group and HP contribution per effect

Intended effects: from... to... (a) (b)
Target-group | Effect | Situation Situation with HP % Target-group HP
without HP contribution
Potentially 1 Actually homeless | Potentially homeless 85% 33%
homeless 2 Actually homeless | Residential homeless: 12% 50%
people Supported housing
3 Actually homeless | Residential homeless: 3% 50%
Protected housing
Actually 1 Actually homeless | Outside target- 2.5% 50%
homeless groups of HP
people 2 Actually homeless | Potentially homeless 15% 50%
3 Actually homeless | Residential homeless: 30% 67%
Supported housing
4 Actually homeless | Residential homeless: 20% 67%
Protected housing
Residentially 1 Supported housing | Potentially homeless 3% 50%
homeless 2 Actually homeless | Residential homeless: 54% 67%
people Supported housing
3 Protected housing | Supported housing 6% 67%
4 Actually homeless | Residential homeless: 34% 67%
Protected housing

In the cost-benefit analysis, an effect is defined as a particular change in the living
situation that people in the target-group make as a result of HP. Column (a) shows
approximately which part of each target-group experiences the effect. In the case of
potentially homeless people, the figure for effect 1 was mainly derived from data
about the number of G-4 evictions related to rent arrears or complaints. In 2006-2009
about 10-12 percent of the target-group fell into this category (Maas and Planije,
2010). The inverse of this figure is taken as representative for the number of people
who are able to sustain their tenancies. Estimates for the other effects were mainly
derived from the observations of Wolf et al (2002) regarding the number of marginal-
ised people who have been actually homeless in the recent past.

Estimates for effect 2 of actually homeless people were derived from observations
of Wolf et al (2002) about the number of people who have been homeless for less
than one year. The figures for effect 3 and 4 were derived from Cebeon (2010a),
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while expert estimates provided the basis for the figure of effect 1. For residentially
homeless people, the estimates were mainly derived from Cebeon (2010a). This
study provides insight regarding the ‘moves’ residential clients and (reached)
actually homeless people in Amsterdam would be likely to make within coming
years. Asked for their opinion, experts accepted these estimates as broadly suitable
indicators. They also provided informed estimates for the risk of becoming a repeat
offender: About one third of the group affected by effect 2 and 3 of potentially
homeless people, effect 3 of actually homeless people and effect 4 of residentially
homeless people, and about half for effect 4 of actually homeless people.

Note that the numbers in column (a) for actually homeless people do not add up to
the entire target-group. The main reason for this is that HP did not yet effectively
reach substantial numbers of actually homeless people. Some other people have
to be guided to medical institutions, e.g. due to severe mental iliness and/or prob-
lematic drug/alcohol use. To a much lesser extent, this reason also holds for some
residentially homeless people.

We examined the sensitivity of these estimates for their impact on the resulting
benefit-cost ratios (BCR). In all scenarios the risk of becoming a repeat offender is
downgraded by one quarter. If proportion 1 of the potentially homeless group
changes by 5 percent and these people become part of subgroups 2 and 3, then the
BCR changes by about 1 percent. This ‘inelastic’ impact points to the dominance of
subgroup 1 (i.e. the success of prevention). For the actually homeless group a
scenario was tested in which more/less people were guided to forms of ‘housing first’
(effect 1, 2 and 3) instead of to protected housing (effect 4). If subgroup 4 changes
by 25 percent, while the other groups change inversely with an according percentage,
the BCR changes by about 6-8 percent. A comparable scenario was tested for the
residentially homeless group by supposing that more/less people move on (effect 1
and 3) instead of staying for longer periods in institutional housing (effect 2 and 4). If
subgroups 2 and 4 change by 5 percent, while the other (small) groups change
inversely by 25 percent, the BCR changes by about 3 percent. Although exact figures
are impossible to establish, it seams reasonable to conclude from these analyses
that the estimates provide a quite robust basis for a quantification of HP benefits.

As column (b) shows, the avoided costs cannot be entirely attributed to HP efforts.
To a varying degree, the cost difference is also due to efforts of other chain partners.
These multiple influences call for a separation of the contribution of HP from that
of others. Due to a lack of actual data, we made global estimates of the HP contri-
bution, mainly based on expert knowledge. Important considerations were that the
role of HP in a situation of independent living (potentially homeless: effect 1) is
generally smaller than in a situation of social exclusion. In the latter case, HP
normally have a leading role in guiding people to a residential setting (e.g. actually
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homeless: effect 3 and 4) and helping clients to improve their situation and move
on to a more self-supporting setting (e.g. residentially homeless: effect 2, 3 and 4).
Given the involvement of so many other institutions, it does not seem to be realistic
to assume much higher HP contributions.

Total HP benefits have been quantified by multiplying the mean avoided utilisation
costs per person of all included public services (see Appendix) with the relevant
numbers of people in the target-group (a) and the attribution-factor of HP (b). The
results are summarised in Table 4 and compared with total costs.

Example: the tenancies of 51000 potentially homeless people can be sustained
with the help of HP efforts (effect 1), which wards off the descent into actual home-
lessness. In the domain of health care, this probably avoids about €700 million of
expenses that would otherwise have been spent on these people if they had
descended into actual homelessness.

Table 4: Quantified benefits and costs of HP per target-group (€million)

Target- Effect N* Benefits: | Benefits: | Benefits: | Benefits: Total Total
group Housing | Work & Health | Criminal | benefits | costs of
€million | income care justice of HP HP
€million | €million | €million | €million | €million
Potentially 38 pm 920 314 1272 589
homeless 1 51000 38 pm 702 208 948 461
people 2 7200 0 pm 171 81 252 102
3 1800 0 pm 46 25 71 26
Actually 0 pm 374 183 557 280
homeless 1 450 0 pm 11 4 15 6
people 2 2700 0 pm 55 17 72 61
3 5350 0 pm 172 83 254 143
4 3550 0 pm 136 81 217 69
Residentially 0 pm 344 126 469 135
homeless 1 400 0 pm 2 1 3 3
people 2 7000 0 pm 172 47 219 68
3 800 0 pm 18 -2 16 15
4 4400 0 pm 151 80 231 48

* N = number of people: fraction from Table 3 times total target group. pm = pro memoria: presently
unavailable, but to be added later.

Due to rounding a minor discrepancy exists for a number of figures.

Table 4 indicates that HP efforts help to avoid approximately €1.3 billion of expenses
that would otherwise have been spent on public services used by potentially
homeless people if they transitioned into actual homelessness. For the other target-
groups total HP benefits can reach approximately half of this figure (€0.5 to €0.6
billion). The benefits in the case of actually homeless people result most notably
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from providing shelter to large groups by guiding them towards supported or
protected housing (effect 3 and 4). Avoiding a relapse into actual homelessness
generates the main benefits in case of residentially homeless people (effect 2 and
4). In all cases, the benefits of HP manifest themselves most forcefully in health care
and to a lesser extent in the domain of criminal justice.

These HP benefits were compared with total costs of targeted HP efforts, required
to realise these effects. These costs have been quantified mainly by using an
available dataset, gathered by Cebeon (2009).2 This is one of the most complete
financial datasets and covers data (specified extracts from administrations) of
centre-municipal expenses on homeless-related public services.

Comparing total benefits with total costs of HP shows that social investment in HP
appears to generate clear positive net-results for all target-groups. Spending €1 on
HP efforts helps to avoid costs of public services in other domains that range from
about €2 (in the case of actually homeless people) to €3.5 (in the case of residen-
tially homeless people).

Conclusion

The study successfully addressed the goals set by the Ministry of Public Health
(see section 1): It generated a usable framework for public policy, it described the
main effects of HP for three target-groups and it provided a first quantification of
benefits (avoided costs of public services in other domains) at a meta-level. The
main results are summarised in Table 5.

Table 5: Summary of main results

Target- Main effects of HP Benefit-
group cost ratio
Potentially Preventing eviction and a relapse into actual homelessness. 2.2
homeless Quick provision of supported housing (‘housing first’) whenever eviction
people does occur. Such prevention keeps a number of these people from

turning to become a repeat offender.
Actually Encouraging exit to self-sufficiency (‘ordinary life’). 2.0

homeless Offering guidance to supported permanent housing (‘housing first’).

people Offering guidance to institutionally supported/protected housing. This

keeps a number of these people from turning to become a repeat offender.

Residentially | Preventing a fall/relapse into actual homelessness, with the side effect of 3.5
homeless keeping a smaller group from becoming a repeat offender.
people Encouraging moving on from protected to supported institutional

housing, and from supported institutional housing to supported
permanent housing.

2 For correct comparisons, these data (fiscal year 2008) have been updated.
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For all target groups, opportunities were distinguished for further optimisation of
individual situations through specifically directed efforts by HP and partners in
relevant policy chains (especially mental health care). These underpin the need and
focus of the second stage of the G-4 plan: More (effective) prevention, housing first,
and helping residential clients to move on.

Apart from the quantitative results, the study generated the following important findings:

e Prevention is better and cheaper than cure: although it is difficult to establish
the precise benefits of prevention, quantitative results (combined with qualitative
insights) can contribute to more balanced decision making with regard to HP.
The study showed that HP avoid the use of expensive public services if they
succeed in fulfilling their preventive function, especially among the potentially
homeless and residentially homeless groups;

e Sheltering homeless people is better and cheaper than leaving them on the
streets: by providing adequate shelter, guidance and support, HP help to avoid
significant costs of services in other domains, especially health care and criminal
justice. The study (quantitatively) showed that the efforts to seek proper shelter
for actually homeless people and to guide them into an pathway out of home-
lessness, have offset costs elsewhere (over and above the costs of HP efforts);

e FEffective homelessness policies require efforts from all chain partners: (potential)
cost savings appeal to all actors in the affected domains and point to important
benefits of joint and integral approaches to the target groups of HP. In this
multidisciplinary dynamic, it is important to communicate clearly the key role
and contribution of each of the actors involved. In addition, perverse incentives
need to be avoided or addressed in a situation where the benefits do not accrue
equally to all actors in the chain.
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Discussion

Limitations of study

Although attractively broad in its scope (an entire policy field), this study had limita-
tions as well. First of all, by focussing on public costs and benefits, it was not a full
societal cost-benefit analysis. Not taken into account were costs of privately funded
services for homeless people, nor private costs for clients or society (citizens and
firms). Among others, such costs include informal (private) care for homeless people
as well as private costs due to crimes or offences committed by homeless people.?

Further, the study did not aim to quantify all public benefits. The accent was on
domains with substantial benefits. We noted that substantial differences in HP
effects exist across different public domains. In health care and criminal justice, for
example, benefits are substantial, as the use of high cost facilities can be avoided
due to clear benefits of HP. In other domains (e.g. work and income), benefits are
much more limited, because the contribution of HP to effects is more limited.* On
the basis of a first screening of available information, the domain of work and
income was excluded from the analysis (but mentioned as per Table 4). Other
reasons for the exclusion of services/domains concern relatively low costs (avoiding
their use does not result in substantial benefits) as well as insufficient data.
Examples are care by general practitioners, welfare services and some types of
offences. Although the unexamined benefits of excluded services/domains can
play a role with certain target-groups, in general, they are not expected to lead to
fundamentally different outcomes of the cost-benefit analysis.

Third, due to limitations in the available data it was assumed that moving from one
target-group to another does not change the cost-benefit structure of each group.
However, in domains like criminal justice and work and income such an assumption
may be too strong due to behavioural influences. For example, if only a few people
live on the streets, efforts by the police and criminal justice system could be less
than estimated. This in turn reduces the quantified benefits for people who are
prevented from becoming actually homeless. Despite limitations, the model and its
outcome have been broadly accepted as suitable and plausible, and supports
efforts to improve HP in the Netherlands and cross-nationally.

3 Although (the prevention of) such private costs have not been quantified, their (quantitative and
qualitative) significance is beyond any doubt. Informal care and support form an essential part
of the available spectrum of assistance for homeless people. In addition, societal cost of trans-
gressions by members of the target-groups (both damage and grief) can be substantial.

4 For example, often becoming potentially homeless after being actually homeless has no effect
on employment status and hence does not avoid any unemployment support/benefit.
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Lessons for policy:
Decentralisation as a promising approach to optimise benefits

The findings of our study have already been used by policy-makers in several cities
to prevent large cuts in HP budgets and to improve HP by shifting the focus to
prevention and housing first. On a higher policy level, initiatives have been taken to
improve the current cost-benefit imbalance for local government as well. At the
moment, municipalities bear the main HP burden, while other actors (e.g. national
government and health insurance companies) gain most of the HP benefits. This
provides adverse incentives to municipalities to generate benefits by investing in
(better) HP. Recently, the Dutch government has planned large-scale decentralisa-
tion of important parts of long-term health care (LTHC) and all youth care to munici-
palities.® These decentralisations shift responsibilities for tasks that yield potential
HP benefits to municipalities. This contributes to restoring the costs-benefit
balance for HP and realigns policy incentives.

These plans build on quite successful experiences in social support. In 2007, a
first part of LTHC (household service®) was decentralised to municipalities within
a new legal framework: The Social Support Act (SSA). Given this new set of tasks,
many larger municipalities developed new (comprehensive) practices. The most
important are:

* An optimised access to services, through the creation of ‘one-stop shop’ for
citizens who need support;

e A more integral screening of the real and most urgent needs of citizens and a
stronger focus on their capabilities instead of disabilities;

e Improved efficiency, through use of markets (buying services through procure-
ment), a streamlined back-office (contract-management, registration of service
use, etc.) and increasing inter-municipal cooperation;

e More organisational coherency, through horizontally connected chains; munici-
palities have intensified cooperation with local partners (such as housing corpo-
rations, welfare organisations and health care providers). This has improved their
service in a number of ways; a greater ability to customise support for clients
(demand-orientation), a stronger focus on social networks and collective
solutions, as well as being more closely attuned to the characteristics of (neigh-
bourhoods in) the municipality.

5 Secondarily, these reforms involve the formation of social teams, that are more or less respon-
sible for the (entire) support of vulnerable families (including forms of child care) in a borough/
suburb and hence form horizontally integrated services.

6 Help with instrumental activities of daily living (e.g. cleaning) as well as advise on keeping one’s
household.
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Overall, these practices have proven to generate positive results. For example, in
the first years since the introduction of SSA more citizens have received support
while informal carers provided more help as well. The average costs per user have
decreased, mainly by a shift in product-mix, client satisfaction is stable at relatively
high average levels, and the new tasks have been performed at cost levels below
budget (De Klerk et al, 2010; Van der Torre and Pommer, 2010).

Although the economic crisis has changed the policy context considerably, decen-
tralisation still seems to be a promising approach to yield net-benefits of policies,
both in the field of homelessness as well as in other social policy-domains. Its
success largely depends on the creation of two conditions to facilitate improve-
ments. First, policy goals and domain boundaries are defined broadly (using general
laws). An important innovation of the SSA in this respect was the shift from indi-
vidual rights to claim certain services to the requirement of municipalities to support
citizens in strengthening self-sufficiency and societal participation. Municipalities
have substantial freedom to make local choices with regard to services, policy’,
organisation and cooperation with local (private) partners; this allows them to
ensure that initiatives are coherent with the nature of local needs and to provide
tailor-made support.

Secondly, municipalities receive an integral, sufficient and stable budget, which
they can largely spend as they see fit. SSA budgets are distributed as a general
grant that is allocated on the basis of global, cost-orientated objective indicators.
This type of budget allocation allows for variations that arise from demographic and
social-economic differences between municipalities and from changing circum-
stances over time. This allocation system is coupled with regular financial and
outcome monitoring, which periodically brings the budget allocation in line with
observed changes in policy and costs over time. In this process, special attention
is focussed on mapping perverse incentives and modifying the system in order to
adjust for them (Huigsloot and Boerboom, 2007).

Inspired by this success, municipalities have indicated willingness to receive larger
parts of LTHC within their jurisdiction, to further increase synergies. They have
found a willing ear in government. The costs of providing LTHC are ever increasing,
partly as a result of the supply-oriented organisation of care and perverse financial
incentives.® All of these challenges can be addressed through decentralisation.
Recently, government planned to decentralise almost all long-term home care to
municipalities as well as parts of long term institutional care, starting from 2015.

7 For example setting minimum levels of care and benefits, as well as the conditions under which
citizens are liable for them.

8 Incentives are focussed on maintaining (or expanding on) the status quo, with weak incentives
to prevent the use of expensive (institutional) facilities.
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Municipalities will receive the available budgets (based on current service use) with
a substantial efficiency discount. This discount is derived from both municipal
SSA-experiences as well as research that indicated room for increased efficiency
in the current LTHC-system (e.g. Cebeon, 2010b, Ministry of Finance, 2010). As a
result, the associated structural resources of municipalities for SSA-related tasks
will more than double, to about €10 billion.

Lessons for research: framework for comparative (European) analyses

The framework developed for cost-benefit analysis makes it possible to assess the
financial effects of policy in such an intricate public domain as preventing and tackling
homelessness. Additional research can generate a more refined model. Such
research can occur along multiple lines. A first line is by widening the scope of
possible HP effects under examination and by specifying different aspects of the
model. Relevant input can be gathered from (longitudinal) case studies as well as
from client-data. Incidentally, the availability and specificity of client-data is currently
increasing, as more (larger) Dutch municipalities have started gathering (detailed)
information on the level of self-sufficiency of clients in various life domains. Such
information can be used to show how HP efforts impact the lives of clients over time.

Two other lines that additional research can take, are (i) incorporating the specifics
(e.g. target groups, types of public services, types of cost) of regional/local or other
national contexts in more policy-oriented studies, and (ii) fine-tuning to particular
target groups (e.g. youngsters or families with multiple problems) and applying the
methodology to social investments in a broader range of policy areas (such as
prevention of addiction and domestic violence). These lines can be explored, using
the framework developed for cross-national comparisons as well. The need for
such analyses has recently been stressed by the European Commission in its
Social Investment Package. They could be devised by clearly defining target
groups, types of services and cost categories. Then data can be gathered in
different countries about the costs of a basic set of services, and used to build
(stylized) national cases. In this way, the framework enables comparisons, which
can stimulate discussion about how to improve social policies, by generating
insights from good or best practices and providing references to guarantee certain
(minimum/effective) policy-efforts. Exploring the cost-benefit framework along
these lines can produce useful insights on how social policies can improve the lives
of vulnerable citizens and provide budgetary savings at the same time.
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Appendix: Mean Service Utilisation Costs per Person

Mean (annual) utilisation costs per person in the target groups for public services
in different domains were derived from data about numbers of users, mean usage
frequencies, volumes and durations of use. The resulting mean utilisation costs
were calculated over a period of ten years (without discounting for future prices)
and are reported (rounded off numbers) in Table 6 for each target group.

Table 6. Mean utilisation costs (€’s per person) for public services in different domains

Public service - Target group | Potentially | Actually | Residentially | Residentially | Repeat
homeless | homeless | homeless in | homeless in | offender
supported protected
housing housing
€ € € € €
Housing
Eviction 1490 = - = 240
Rehousing 380 - - - 60
(Dis)Connecting 190 - - - 30
electricity, gas, water
Forgone rents 160 - - - 30
Health care
Institutional long term health care - - - - 18930
Ambulant guidance (home care) 3510 0 8780 47390 5270
Medicines 7750 1860 9300 9300 5330
Methadone treatment 730 1090 1450 1450 1070
(Poli)Clinical care 5740 10330 6120 6120 7260
Emergency transport 120 990 250 250 510
Hospital emergency treatment 40 1190 170 170 550
Hospital ambulant treatment 530 150 300 300 250
Clinical cure of (drug) addiction 1320 10930 1580 1980 5170
Clinical cure of mental iliness 1320 20370 1320 1660 8850
Assertive community treatment 0 3750 2500 2500 2400
Flexible assertive 9000 2250 4500 0 3780
community treatment
Missed premiums 1260 3190 1890 630 2100
Criminal justice
Theft and financial crimes 2770 8320 4160 2080 6850
Damage and public order 390 1050 520 260 870
Offences under Opium Act 400 1200 600 300 1000
Institution for repeat offenders - - - - 30340
Municipal special 580 1550 770 390 1280
Investigation officers
Close following 1390 4180 1390 1390 3230
of criminals by police
Aftercare for ex-prisoners 170 670 240 90 370
Basic policing (public disturb.) 580 1550 770 390 1280
Explanation: - = not relevant for this target group. Main sources: Housing: Volkskredietbank Groningen

2007, Berenschot 2010, Cebeon 2010a, Maas and Planije 2010; Health Care: Mensink et al, 2008,
Theunissen et al, 2008, Bos 2010, GGZ NHN 2009, Altena et al, 2010, Van Bergen et al, 2010, CVZ 2010,
Cebeon 2010c, VWS 2010, NZa 2010/2011, Vektis 2010, Zorgverzekeraars Nederland 2010; Criminal
Justice: Groot et al, 2007, Czyzewski and Van de Wetering 2009, De Heerand Kalidien 2009, Wartna et al,
2009, Tollenaar and Van der Laan 2010, Buster and De Rooij 2010, Weijters and More 2009.
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Using these data, the costs saved per person were quantified for each effect per
target-group. For example, effect 1 of potentially homeless people regards a
desired movement from being actually homeless (which is prevented) to being
potentially homeless (tenancy is sustained) (see Table 2). The costs avoided in this
way were quantified by calculating the differential between the costs of a ‘mean
user’ in both target-groups. For emergency transport costs this cost differential is
about €870 (€990 minus €120). Quantification of the other effects and target-groups
follows in the same manner. An exception is made for health care services with
utilisation costs that are intentionally higher in the desired situation (given health
problems of people). In these cases the cost savings were taken to be zero. Well-
known examples are connected with suboptimal use of medicines, ambulant
guidance, and hospital ambulant treatment by actually homeless people compared
with other target-groups. When these people are guided into shelter/institutional
housing, they may access health care services they were unable to (but neverthe-
less entitled to receive) during their homelessness.
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> Abstract_ In many Dutch municipalities access to shelter is only given to a
person when he or she has a ‘local connection’ to the geographical area:
Homeless people who come from elsewhere are to be given shelter in the area
from which they originate. Legally however, community shelter services funded
by any municipality should be accessible to all those living in the Netherlands.
Therefore, the question is to what extent shelter services are accessible
nationwide and how often are homeless people not provided shelter because
they do not have a local connection. Although this appears as an abstract
policy issue, in practice this may have major consequences for a vulnerable
group of people. In the present study, we collected data through surveys
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Introduction

In the Netherlands, the Social Support Act (2007) provides the main legal framework
for emergency shelter. The primary responsibility lies at central government level:
National government monitors the support given to individuals and groups nation-
wide and makes sure that all individuals are entitled to adequate support. Article
20 of the Social Support Act states that the national government provides funds for
municipalities to arrange emergency shelter. A total of 43 central municipalities
receive funds from national government for the purpose of supporting homeless
people and preventing homelessness under the provisions of the Social Support
Act. The central municipalities coordinate policy and finances in the 368 /ocal
municipalities in their respective regions. The 43 central municipalities were
appointed through an ‘Order in Council’ in connection with the Social Support Act.
Based upon this mandate local municipalities are expected to develop a policy for
arranging emergency shelter.

Before the introduction of the Social Support Act, emergency shelter was provided
through the Welfare Act (1994). The leading principle of the Welfare Act was the
so-called ‘nationwide access’ principle. According to this principle a homeless
individual could request emergency shelter in any municipality, which had an
emergency shelter. In the process of developing the Social Support Act, it was
emphasised that the ‘nationwide access’ principle was to be maintained. In the
years following the introduction of the Social Support Act, a number of municipali-
ties introduced the requirement for an individual to have a local connection to the
region before he or she was deemed entitled to emergency shelter. Local connec-
tion can be proven if a person can provide documentation that shows evidence of
residency within the region over a period of two out of the previous three years.

Attempts were made between the 43 central municipalities to agree on a Code of
Conduct concerning the so-called ‘local connection criteria’. The Code of Conduct
was intended to solve problems arising from this principle; that is that persons in need
of shelter were refused access since they did not meet the local connection criterion.
This Code of Conduct never materialized. Instead, the Association of Netherlands
Municipalities created a ‘Toolkit Nationwide Access and Local Connection’ (VNG,
2011) in which the principle of ‘nationwide access’ was elaborated.

The Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sport received information that access to
emergency shelter was limited in a number of municipalities. In addition, the
European Federation of National Organisations working with the Homeless
(FEANTSA, 2012) asked the European Committee of Social Rights if current Dutch
policy and practice on sheltering the homeless conflicts with the relevant provisions
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of the Revised Social Charter'. FEANTSA states that the criterion requiring local
connection is problematic for (among others) groups such as homeless individuals
without proof of registration in the municipal registry and former addicts who wish
to escape their drug dealers and addicted friends. The Trimbos Institute? was
commissioned by the Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sport to investigate the policy
and practice of conditionality of access to (emergency) shelter.

This article starts with a short introduction, which describes the legislative and
political context of the access to social relief. Second, methods are discussed and
findings are presented based on five distinct stages in the process of access to
shelter. Finally, the paper focuses on the translation of policy into practice.

The Local Connection in Brief

In the Netherlands, homelessness became a specific policy focus with the adoption
of the Strategy Plan for Social Relief in 2006. The Strategy Plan was meant to
improve the situation of homeless people in the four largest cities (G-4) in The
Netherlands: Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht. The principal objec-
tives of the Strategy Plan are to provide each eligible homeless person with an
income, suitable accommodation and effective support and care. Central to the
plan is a person-oriented approach in which individualized care plans consist of
personal aims concerning housing, (mental) health care, income and daily occupa-
tion activities (Tuynman et al, 2011).

In 2008, the Strategy Plan was adopted by 39 other central municipalities, which
formulated an Urban or Regional Compass: Local variants to the Strategy Plan
(Planije and Tuynman, 2011). As mentioned before, these 43 central municipalities
receive funds from national government for the purpose of supporting homeless
individuals and preventing homelessness according to the policy set out in the
Social Support Act. From 2009 the allocation of funds has been based on objective

7 The European Social Charter (revised) of 1996 guaranteed fundamental social and economic
rights of all individuals in their daily lives. The rights guaranteed include the following: right to
protection against poverty and social exclusion; right to housing; right to protection in cases of
termination of employment; right to protection against sexual harassment in the workplace and
other forms of harassment; rights of workers with family responsibilities to equal opportunities
and equal treatment; rights of workers’ representatives in undertakings.

2 The Trimbos Institute seeks to enhance quality of life by engaging in the development and
application of knowledge about mental health, addiction and associated physical illnesses. The
activities of the Institute are intended to contribute to and facilitate changes in mental health and
addiction care in order to elicit individual health gains within the Dutch population, promote more
effective treatment methods and provide models for more efficient care.
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criteria (e.g., the number of inhabitants and the number of persons belonging to a
socially disadvantaged group). Many municipalities also devote a large part of their
own budget to combating problems related to homelessness. As a result of the
considerable influx of homeless persons experienced by some municipalities,
several regional authorities for shelters felt the need to make access to community
shelter services conditional on a local connection. They introduced a requirement
of a (local) connection to the region meaning that a person is only entitled to
emergency shelter when a local connection is apparent. The local connection
criterion carries the potential risk of jeopardizing the ‘nationwide access’ principle
of the emergency shelter, causing some groups of homeless individuals to be
deprived from shelter opportunities.

The nationwide access principle is set out in the Social Support Act in which it is
stated that community shelter services funded by municipalities are accessible to
all those living in the Netherlands. To guarantee nationwide access the ‘Toolkit
Nationwide Access and Local Connection’ was developed. This Toolkit contains
policy rules, which municipalities may use to determine which is the most appro-
priate city or municipality to provide a person with shelter. These rules are based
on agreements made in 2010 by the 43 central municipalities. To ensure nationwide
access, it was agreed that:

e Every person in the target group is entitled to apply for emergency shelter in
each municipality.

e The municipality in which the person in need registers for shelter provides the
necessary first shelter (‘bed, bath and bread’) and then decides which city or
municipality is responsible for the person-oriented approach based on the
chance of a successful care trajectory (i.e., mental health care, housing, income
and daily occupation activities). The responsible municipality will take over care
and will provide for shelter and the necessary care trajectory.

The Toolkit-rules are implemented by the municipalities on a voluntary basis. This
has resulted in diversity in local legislation and practice. Some local governments
have ‘outsourced’ the mandate to private parties (for example, shelter facilities or
central admission facilities) who decide on who to provide with shelter. In these
municipalities there is usually little regulation, except for a covenant with the shelter
organization in some cases. Other cities, for example the so-called G-4 have come
up with a common approach in their legislation and policies (Hermans, 2012).
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Methodology

We collected data through surveys among central municipalities and shelter organi-
zations. In addition, client representative organisations were consulted. Moreover,
mystery guests (people who formerly experienced homelessness) visited shelter
facilities to test policy in practice.

Surveys

In each of the 43 central municipalities, the official responsible for social relief was
asked to fill out a written questionnaire on local connection and accessibility of
shelter. The questionnaire included items on policy rules, practice of application
and admission, transfer of clients and rights and obligations of clients. All but one
municipality replied, resulting in a 98 percent response rate. To gain insight into the
extent to which people are denied access to shelter on the grounds of local connec-
tion criteria, municipalities were asked to provide the researchers with their docu-
mentation regarding shelter applications. Twelve out of 43 municipalities provided
information on the total number of applications for shelter, the number of people
not admitted to shelter and the number of people not admitted to shelter because
they lacked a local connection.

To gain insight into shelter practice, we approached the largest (night) shelter
services in 39 municipalities. These night shelters are operated by non-govern-
mental organizations, mainly funded by municipalities. In each of the shelter facili-
ties, the unit manager was asked to fill out a written questionnaire. In a number of
municipalities (including the G-4) homeless people who apply for shelter have to
register in a central admission facility. These facilities were approached as well.

The total sample consisted of 49 organizations: 39 (night) shelters and 10 central
admission facilities. Of the 49 organizations that were asked to fill out a web
questionnaire (online survey), 44 responded (90 percent); 34 of the 39 (night)
shelter services responded (87 percent), and all of the central admission facilities
participated in the study. Questionnaire topics included items concerning appli-
cation procedure; provision of information; assessing local connection; transfer
of shelter applicants; and the presence of registrations. Some of the items in the
web questionnaire corresponded to the survey administered to municipalities.
This provided a perspective orientated on daily practice in shelter facilities, and
a complementary ‘double check’ on the municipality perspective. In addition to
the surveys, some municipalities and shelter facilities were contacted by phone
for additional information.
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Representative organizations of homeless people

To better understand the practice of application and admission in shelter facilities,
telephone interviews were conducted with employees of eight representative
organizations of homeless people and ‘street advocates’. The underlying idea was
that these organizations would have an overall view of the accessibility of shelter
in practice. Interviews were conducted with employees of eight organizations from
eight municipalities. Interview topics were overall experiences with homeless
people with accessibility of shelter; transfer of clients; provision of information and
handling by staff; application of the local connection criteria; consequences of the
requirement of meeting local connection criteria for specific groups; and sugges-
tions for improvement. Interviewees were asked if they were aware of homeless
people who experienced problems resulting from the local connection regulations
and to provide the relevant case reports.

Testing policy in practice using a mystery guest protocol

To test the practice of application and admission to shelter facilities, we used a
‘mystery guest’ design. Nine individuals who had experienced or still experienced
homelessness were recruited through client organizations. Contact was lost with
three people, despite several attempts by phone, email and SMS. Eventually, six
individuals participated in the present study as ‘mystery guests’.

To test shelter admission practice, mystery guests presented themselves as being
homeless and applied for shelter in central municipalities. During the application
process the mystery guests kept to a script that contained a number of fixed
elements, including:

e Municipality of origin different from municipality of application;

e Unable to provide for own needs because of serious mental health issues,
including addiction, combined with problems in other areas (to meet the criterion
of belonging to Public Mental Health Care target group);

e A specific reason for applying for shelter in the municipality concerned.

All mystery guests attended a training session led by a researcher, assisted by a
unit manager of a night shelter facility and a client representative, before data
collection. The training consisted mostly of practicing the script that which mystery
guests were going to follow when applying for shelter. Each mystery guest was
given the opportunity to practice the script by role-playing. All participants received

3 Astreet advocate is a confidential advisor and proponent for people who are homeless or at risk
of becoming homeless.
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feedback from the other trainees. In addition, other matters were discussed: The
purpose of the study, a structured checklist form, cancellation letter, confirmation
of participation form and financial rewards.

To avoid mystery guests being denied access to shelter on grounds other than the
requirement of local connection, they were instructed to use the above-mentioned
elements with each application. They recorded their experiences on a checklist.
Applications were made locally at the shelter unless registration was only possible
by phone. None of the mystery guests actually made use of a bed in the night
shelter during the mystery guest study. When all requested information was
collected they made themselves known as mystery guests operating on behalf of
the Trimbos Institute. They were paid for each application made.

The mystery guests applied for shelter at least once in every central municipality,
with the exception of three municipalities. In total 51 applications for night shelters
and central admission facilities were made (23 by phone). This provided an impres-
sion of the application procedure in practice: The way in which shelter staff acted
at first application, the admission policies used, handling by staff, the information
provided and information available.

The next section of this article describes our findings based on the following topics:
1) municipal policies, 2) application and assessment, 3) access to shelter, 4) transfer
of clients, 5) information provided at application. Each topic starts with the relevant
text from the Toolkit. It is followed by the perspectives of the municipalities and
shelter organizations. An impression of the implementation of the admission policy
in practice is given by the experiences of the mystery guests.

Findings

Municipal policies

Regulations regarding local connection criteria as formulated in the Toolkit (VNG,
2011) are recommended to serve as a standard example for municipalities to adopt
and implement. These rules are important for two reasons. First, laid down policies
may prevent arbitrary outcomes of shelter access. Second, the clear setting of rules
ensures the democratic process of participation by stakeholders, such as shelter
services and client organizations. One year after publication of the Toolkit it was
found that 26 out of 43 municipalities (62 percent) did not set rules regarding the
eligibility criteria for shelter. Eleven out of 43 municipalities adopted the Toolkit
model-policy rules, 9 municipalities made some adaptations. More than four out of
5 (83 percent) of all municipalities use the following definition of region: the central
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municipality and surrounding municipalities. Some municipalities use a narrower
definition (region = central municipality), others a somewhat broader definition
(region = province).

Of the central municipalities, 70 percent translate policy into written agreements
with shelter organizations, for example in relation to decisions to grant shelter.
Remarkably, shelter organizations and municipalities interpret these agreements
differently. When asked what these agreements imply, 67 percent of shelter organi-
zations — compared to only 21 percent of the municipalities- took the view that they
should deny access to shelter applicants from outside the region. However, 59
percent of the municipalities — compared to 33 percent of the shelter organizations
— believe that shelter organizations should determine which region is the most
suitable to provide a person shelter. Thus, municipalities and shelter organizations
seem to disagree regarding the agreements made on accessibility of shelter at an
administrative level. Based on a number of telephone interviews with staff of central
admission facilities, the discrepancy between municipalities and shelter organiza-
tions at operational level seems even larger. Contrary to municipal policy in their
region, these employees stated that people from outside the region could not apply
for shelter. According to the mystery guests, it regularly seemed as if staff of shelter
organizations were not at all or were only partially informed of the regulations on
local connection. The above underlines the importance of the question regarding
who determines access to shelter at the operational level. According to half (52
percent) of the municipalities and 44 percent of shelter organizations, access is
determined by the shelter organization. Six out of ten municipalities (59 percent)
agreed with the statement that in practice the decision whether or not someone
should be admitted to shelter is taken on the spot by staff of the shelter organiza-
tion. A quarter (24 percent) of the municipalities and 42 percent of shelter organiza-
tions believe that municipalities and shelter organizations jointly determine access.
Some municipalities indicate that they have delegated the authorization of admis-
sions to the management of the shelter facility: In exceptional cases, the shelter
facility consults the municipality. Final decisions lie at municipal level.

Two-thirds of shelter facilities (69 percent) agree with the statement that the require-
ment of local connection criteria is necessary in order to prevent too many people
applying for shelter. The majority (67 percent) also agrees with the statement that
people with a local connection should be given priority to access shelter above
people from elsewhere. Thus it seems that within the shelter sector there is support
for applying rules concerning local connection criteria. This may be related to the
pressure experienced in the shelter sector: Due to a lack of shelter capacity not all
applicants can be admitted. Therefore, choices have to be made and staff would
rather select people with a local connection than people from elsewhere.
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Application and assessment

The Toolkit (VNG, 2011) contains model-policy rules for the application and assess-
ment process. The following criteria are applicable to determine which municipality
or region is the most appropriate to provide a person shelter:

a) The city or municipality with the greatest chance of implementing a successful
exit from homelessness. An assessment is made based on the following facts
and circumstances:

e Whether the person has lived for at least two of the last three years in a
particular municipality. Local connection is proven when a person can provide
documentation that shows evidence of residency within the region over a
period of two out of three years (for example, registration in the Municipal
Personal Records Database;

* Whether the person has a ‘positive’ social network in this locality;

e Whether the person is known by local care agencies or the police;

e The person’s place of birth;

e Reasons for removing the person from his former (negative) social network

b) The preference of the person for shelter in a particular city or municipality; legiti-
mate reasons to meet the wishes of the client.

Shelter organizations were asked by what means people can apply for shelter. In
most organizations, one can apply for shelter by phone (86 percent) or at the shelter
location (82 percent). Nineteen shelter organizations indicated that applications
may also be done through the central admission facility. According to 18 organiza-
tions (41 percent), clients can also register by internet/ email. Finally, applications
can be done by third parties, such as referring agencies (for example, mental health
care facilities or addiction care services).

Various eligibility criteria are used for admission to shelter facilities. As shown in
Table 1, the most frequently mentioned (80 percent or more) criteria are: Being
homeless or roofless; minimum age of 18 years; abide by house rules; and local
connection. The criterion of belonging to the Public Mental Health Care* target
group is used by half of the shelter organizations.

4 Public Mental Health Care (PMHC) deals with the care and policy for people who have multiple
problems in various areas of their life, and often psychiatric or addiction problems. They can no
longer provide for their own means of existence or will end up in such a situation in the absence of
the appropriate support. PMHC encompasses medical care, practical support, rehabilitation and
shelter as well as the policy developed by the state and municipalities for these vulnerable citizens.
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Table 1: Admission criteria most frequently used
(percent of shelter facilities that use the criterion)

Criterion percent
Being homeless or roofless 93
Minimum age of 18 years 82
Abide by house rules 82
Demonstrable local connection 80
Possession of a valid ID 66
Belonging to Public Mental Health Care target group and not being 50
able to sufficiently provide for own needs without shelter or care

Citizen Service Number* 46

*A unique personal number allocated to everyone registered in the Municipal Personal Records Database

Shelter organizations use admission criteria that are in line with the policy of the
Social Support Act. The Act leaves room for interpretation, for example, when it
comes to the phrase ‘being inadequately self-sufficient to participate in society’.
Regarding this criterion, some municipalities and shelter organizations argue that
an individual should belong to the Public Mental Health Care target group. Based
on the results of the municipal survey, there is no nationwide accessibility of
(emergency) shelter: Of the 43 central municipalities, 17 percent claim that not all
homeless individuals can apply for shelter and 10 percent claim that applications
from people from outside the region will not be processed. This is consistent with
the experiences of the mystery guests for whom in a number of cases the applica-
tion for shelter was not successful: As soon as it became apparent to the staff
that there was no local connection, they made clear that applying for shelter was
not an option. This is in contrast to the model-policy rule from the Toolkit, which
states that the central municipality must ensure that every homeless individual
can apply for shelter.

According to the Toolkit, it should be determined which locality is the most suitable
for providing shelter after application. Most municipalities (81 percent) claim that
this is done for every person who applies for shelter. However, the determination of
the most appropriate locality seems complicated and only half of the shelter organi-
zations (48 percent) claim that it is possible to do this in a correct manner. The
guiding principle in determining the most suitable locality for shelter should be the
city or municipality with the greatest chance of ensuring successful exists from
homelessness. This means that a number of facts and circumstances have to be
considered. Both municipality and shelter organizations were asked which criteria
are used to determine the most appropriate locality. We also asked about the
weighting of these criteria (see Table 2).



Part B _ Policy Reviews 193
FEEL T et et bttt ettt

Table 2: Criteria used to determine which locality
is the most promising for providing shelter*

Municipalities Shelter organizations
(N=39-41) (N=38-43)

Decisive | Standard | Decisive | Standard
Main residence in last three years 49 44 42 37
After care as former detainee 10 56 10 64
Presence of a ‘positive’ social network in this locality 7 73 10 41
Place of birth 8 40 8 33
Known by local care or shelter facilities 7 64 5 47
Reasons for pulling the person away from his former
(negative) sozial ngtworE ’ 8 e 2 3
Chance of completing trajectory successful in region 7 62 2 44
Known by the police - 30 5 16
Preference of the person for shelter in a particular
city or municipalit:/) i ) 30 2 2

* Possible answers were: decisive (necessary condition or very weighty argument); standard (customary
procedure); if objection is made (not customary but it weighs in appeal procedures); no argument;
unknown/inapplicable.

It is striking that for both municipalities (49 percent) and shelter organizations (42
percent) the criterion ‘Main residence in last three years’ is most commonly used
as decisive. Furthermore, the criteria ‘Chance of completing trajectory successful
in region’ and ‘Preference of the person’ is hardly ever used as decisive arguments.
Compared to shelter organizations, municipalities apply more standard criteria in
determining the most promising locality for shelter as is shown in Table 2. Possibly,
this is where the distinction between policy and practice reveals itself. In other
words, according to the agreements made, these criteria should be taken into
account but in practice this is not always the case. Another explanation might be
that shelter organizations do not abide by the agreements made. A number of facts
to determine which locality is the most appropriate for providing shelter (such as
place of birth, registration in the Municipal Personal Records Database, registration
with care facilities) can be verified relatively easily. It is more difficult to determine
the presence of a person’s social network or to find out what are reasonable
grounds for pulling a person away from his former (negative) social network. This
might explain why these criteria are rarely used.

Representatives of homeless individuals are under the impression that there is
some weariness in applying the regulations for access and local connection;
because employees of shelter facilities are not always informed accurately regarding
the admission policy of the shelter organization, they tend to resort to tangible
requirements for admission such as a registration in the Municipal Personal
Records Database.
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In practice, the questions asked by staff upon application for shelter are indicative
of the extent to which it is determined which locality is the most suitable for
providing shelter. In almost all applications (96 percent) by mystery guests, some
socio-demographic characteristics were sought. Shelter organizations equally
inquired about applicants’ identities, local connections and need for care. The need
for care is more fully examined upon application at central admission facilities than
at (night) shelter organizations. Night shelter organizations are often set up along
the lines of an easily accessible facility that provides basic needs: an extensive
intake process and examination of the need for care does not fit that model.
However, it should be ensured that in all applications for (night) shelter it is carefully
determined which locality is the most appropriate for shelter. According to the
mystery guests not all their applications were registered.

Access to shelter

Municipalities were asked about the availability of information regarding the number
of people not admitted to shelter. 12 of the 43 municipalities maintained a register
that recorded the reasons for related to reasons for not providing shelter. Together
these 12 municipalities provide for shelter in an area with 4.6 million inhabitants.
Based on the registered data of these municipalities, the following can be outlined:
3 applications per 1000 inhabitants are processed on average each year; on average
half (52 percent) of all applicants were admitted for shelter; in three out of ten rejected
applications it appeared that the local connection criterion had been of importance.
However, these statistics are not complete and are only loosely comparable: In some
municipalities applications for shelter are registered at all times, while in other munici-
palities applications for shelter are only registered in certain cases; in some munici-
palities all applications run through a central admission facility, while in other
municipalities only a few shelter organizations have registrations available. To
summarize, the available figures regarding influx and numbers of applications
rejected are insufficient to draw firm conclusions at present.

Whether a homeless individual gets admitted to shelter is determined after the
process of application and assessment. The Toolkit (VNG, 2011) states that as long
as the applicant is awaiting a final decision, the municipality must, if necessary and
possible, provide temporary accommodation and support. In theory, most munici-
palities follow this policy. Most municipalities (84 percent) and almost two-thirds of
the shelter organizations (62 percent) claim that they provide (temporarily) shelter
for applicants who do not have a local connection. However, this does not match
the experiences of our mystery guests: Out of a total of 51 applications, access to
shelter and care was only given 4 times (8 percent). In 10 out of 51 cases the
mystery guests were offered temporary shelter. Still, temporary shelter was usually
not offered pending the decision concerning local connection; mystery guests were
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often advised to leave the next day in order to apply for shelter in their hometown.
No admission to shelter resulted from the remaining 37 applications (73 percent).
In 47 of the 51 applications for shelter made by mystery guests, access was not
given or was only temporary: in 36 of these cases (77 percent), not having a local
connection was one of the reasons, in 27 of these cases (57 percent) not having a
local connection was the only reason.

According to the Toolkit, it would be appropriate to provide temporary shelter for
applicants who are awaiting admission/ the decision on local connection. Two
thirds (62 percent) of the municipalities and 70 percent of the shelter organizations
claimed to do so. However, temporary shelter for the mystery guests was effectively
offered in only 8 out of the 27 relevant cases (30 percent). Providing temporary
shelter is an important first step to implement the so-called ‘warm transfer’ of
clients. By this term we mean the opposite of a ‘cold transfer’, which is character-
ized by refusals or referrals without any support. Thus, a ‘warm transfer’ is meant
to create conditions to facilitate a smooth transfer; time for further inquiries and
time to contact another shelter organization to form transfer agreements. The next
section focuses on this so-called warm transfer of clients.

Transfer of clients

The Toolkit includes the following model-rules concerning the transfer of clients from
one shelter facility to another. If it turns out that shelter is best provided in another
locality, the municipality or shelter organization commissioned by the municipality,
contacts the other municipality to organize a (warm) transfer of the client. While the
client is awaiting transfer, the municipality may provide temporary shelter and support
if necessary. Arrangements are to be made concerning the transfer of a client, such
as the date of transfer; the accommodating organization; the mode of transport and
any travel assistance; and the transfer of personalized data. If the client is not
admitted to shelter in another locality, he should be provided shelter (if capacity is
available) in the municipality of admission (‘guarantee scheme’).

Based on the surveys it remains unclear how often transfers of clients occur. Around
40 - 50 percent of the municipalities and shelter organizations claim to ‘always or
‘often’ make agreements regarding the transfer of clients. Around 10 percent of the
municipalities and shelter organizations state that they never make such arrange-
ments. Thus, warm transfer does not appear to be customary. This finding has been
confirmed by the experiences of the mystery guests: In 47 of the 51 applications
made by mystery guests, access to shelter was not given or only temporary shelter
was provided. In only 7 of these 47 applications (15 percent) another shelter organiza-
tion was contacted for the purposes of arranging a transfer. Contrary to the mode of
transfer as described in the Toolkit, mystery guests were often provided with
addresses of other shelter organizations and were urged to seek shelter over there.



196 European Journal of Homelessness _ Volume 7, No. 2, December 2013
AR RN

On the other hand, in 10 cases the mystery guests were offered temporary shelter,
which is an important first step in the implementation of ‘warm transfer’. In 65 percent
of the applications, mystery guests were referred to another municipality or another
institution without any support: this usually involved referral back to their own region,
to the police, to social welfare, or to addiction centres. Mystery guests were
sometimes referred to another nearby municipality despite the fact that the mystery
guest had no local connection with that municipality either.

According to municipalities and shelter facilities, the following factors complicate
the transfer of clients:

e Lack of (contact) information: Not all municipalities have up to date lists of
contacts that can be reached in case clients need to be transferred. Moreover,
mystery guests indicated that in some cases employees of shelter organizations
lack the correct information for referring a client.

e Lack of capacity: It is difficult to get a homeless individual placed in a munici-
pality in which the shelter is already fully populated. The experiences of the
mystery guests demonstrate that in 30 percent of the rejected applications, a
lack of capacity was one of the reasons for not providing shelter.

e Lack of a consistent policy: Differences exist between municipalities in how the
criterion of local connection is applied. This hampers a smooth transfer because
discussions may arise about how to proceed and about which party will bear
the costs. As a result, it might be unappealing for municipalities to provide
shelter for homeless people who do not have a local connection.

e ‘Difficult-to-place’ clients: There are indications that shelter organizations
attempt to transfer ‘unruly’ clients to other institutions. ‘Unruly’ clients are people
who do not abide by house rules and cause a lot of nuisance. They are not
welcomed everywhere. Not having a local connection is being used as a ground
for not providing shelter to this group of clients. These people often need
specialized care, such as daily supervision in a low stimulus environment aimed
at people with multiple problems and mild intellectual disabilities.
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Provision of information

According to the Toolkit, a confidential advisor may assist clients. It is also
mentioned that the municipality is responsible for the provision of proper and suffi-
cient information on the rights and obligations, both in oral and written form. Based
on the municipal survey, it is apparent that clients only rarely seek assistance during
an inquiry or objection procedure concerning local connection. Almost all munici-
palities (93 percent) believe that it is the responsibility of shelter organizations to
inform people about their rights and obligations. This finding is confirmed by
employees from shelter organizations. According to 35 organizations (81 percent),
clients are always informed verbally of their rights and obligations. Six shelter
organizations only provide information verbally when requested or in special situ-
ations (e.g., when there is no local connection or when an applicant is underage).
Clients are also informed of their rights and obligations in writing. More than half
(57 percent) of the shelter organizations indicated that they actively provide clients
with written information, for example by providing leaflets. A further eighteen shelter
facilities (41 percent) stated that written information is available (for example in a
leaflet stand at the registration desk). Mystery guests were mostly informed verbally,
in their experience written information seemed relatively unavailable. The nature of
the written materials differs, ranging from a copy of the house rules to comprehen-
sive information about the appeal procedure and privacy policy.

According to the Toolkit, in all cases in which it is decided whether or not a person
should be granted access to shelter, municipalities are required to issue an admin-
istrative decision. The decision should be based on sound reasons (Article 3: 46
General Administrative Law Act) and refer to the policy rules applied. Applicants for
shelter should be made aware of the possibility of filing a notice of objection.
Municipalities and shelter organizations were asked whether clients are given
written evidence (copy or administrative decision) of the admission decision
(approval or rejection). Written evidence is not often provided. According to ten
municipalities (24 percent) and nine shelter organizations (21 percent) clients are
always given written evidence when shelter is not provided. Written evidence of the
admission decision was rarely given to the mystery guests: Evidence was provided
in only 2 of the 28 applications at the desk.

Less than half (48 percent) of the municipalities had established an appeals
procedure for clients who disagree with the decision not to grant them access to
shelter. In such municipalities clients can file a notice of objection to a specially
appointed committee (at the municipality or shelter organization).
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Conclusions

In conclusion, there is much support amongst municipalities and shelter organi-
zations for a local connection requirement. Several municipalities and shelter
organization make serious efforts to guarantee the nationwide accessibility of
shelter by complying with the Toolkit. However, there is still work to be done. Four
steps have been observed in the translation of policy concerning the nationwide
accessibility of (emergency) shelter in The Netherlands into practice. First,
municipalities made agreements on nationwide accessibility in consultation with
the Association of Netherlands Municipalities, as evidenced in the model-policy
rules in the Toolkit. Second, translation of the model-policy rules for local govern-
ance (central municipalities) took place. Third, local policies were generated in
the form of procedures and processes. The fourth and final step was to translate
the agreements made into practice: The manner in which executive staff handles
applications for shelter. The net result of these four steps is that currently in
practice the nationwide accessibility of shelter is not guaranteed for all eligible
homeless applicants. The following, partly interrelated, reasons for the observed
discrepancy between theory and practice seem apparent:

Limited interpretation and insufficient implementation of the Toolkit

Municipalities tend to opt for ‘hard’ unambiguous criteria that are easy to check
administratively. This explains why municipalities prefer to investigate whether a
person is registered in the Municipal Personal Records Database than determine
which locality promises the greatest chance of a successful care trajectory. This
undesirable outcome means that homeless individuals who have never resided in
any city for longer than two years or who have lived abroad in the previous three
years, are not admitted for shelter. Whenever national or local authorities plan to
make guidelines for local connection, the concept of local connection may cause
conflicts and misinterpretations, which has to be taken into account.

Many municipalities have not yet established policy rules regarding the eligibility
criteria for shelter. As this may lead to arbitrariness and impede access to social
rights, this is an undesirable situation. It is recommended that every central
municipality establish policies concerning local connection and accessibility to
shelter facilities. Establishing rules creates clarity for executive shelter organiza-
tions and shelter applicants regarding what to expect and respective rights and
obligations. By monitoring the extent to which municipalities have adopted policy
rules it is possible to identify trends as well as to determine the relationship
between policy and practice.
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Determining the most appropriate locality for shelter remains complex: Only half of
the shelter organizations report that this is possible to do in a correct manner.
Various reasons are mentioned: Insufficient capacity for conducting a comprehen-
sive intake assessment; no clear and simple criterion to determine which munici-
pality promises the greatest chance of a successful trajectory out of homelessness;
the easily accessible character of (night) shelter organizations does not seem to be
in line with a comprehensive intake process at admission for shelter. In addition,
municipalities believe a tangible local connection is important. When a homeless
individual is not able to show tangible evidence of contact with care or shelter
facilities or when a homeless person is not registered in the Municipal Personal
Records Database, the burden of proof often lies with the homeless individual
himself. For example, applicants may be required to provide bank statements in
order to prove their whereabouts in the previous few years. Homeless people
cannot always provide the necessary documents to prove their local connection. It
should be recommended that (night) shelter facilities provide temporary shelter for
all eligible clients. A back office, for instance a central admission facility, would then
make a decision regarding the most suitable locality afterwards. The severity of
one’s situation should be the principal criterion in municipalities where too many
people apply for shelter, not a local connection.

Differences between policy and practice

Shelter organizations often seem to have a different perception of the agreements
than municipalities. Staff at registration desks of shelter facilities regularly acted
contrary to the facility’s admission policies: some mystery guests found that they
could not apply for shelter or that no assessment was made. Possibly, staff
members are not always knowledgeable regarding policies or have a general sense
but not enough tools to bring policy into practice. For instance, if employees refuse
to grant someone access to shelter due to the absence of a local connection, they
do not perceive this as a decision within the meaning of the General Administrative
Law Act®. Employees are aware of the unpleasant situation of the relevant applicant,
but in their view the applicant was just in the wrong place. Therefore, training and
regular instruction of executive staff is of importance. The development of an
assessment tool (for example a flowchart or checklist) may support staff members
of shelter organizations in the careful application of the admission policy.

5 The General Administrative Law Act contains rules for orders made by administrative authorities
and that creates the right of appeal to an administrative court. This Act regulates the process of
administrative decision-making in a general sense and provides a general framework for legal
protection against the orders issued.
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Demand for shelter exceeds supply

It has been shown that there is a shortage of capacity in homeless shelters,
combined with a growing inflow and a faltering outflow in many municipalities
(Tuynman and Planije, 2013). Choices have to be made in the light of this shortage.
Municipalities pay for the costs of services for homeless people. Therefore, some
local municipal councils choose to give priority to their ‘own’ homeless citizens. At
the executive level, staff regularly observe how people are queuing up to secure
temporary accommodation from night shelter organizations. As a consequence,
employees feel compelled to refuse access to people who do not have a local
connection without conducting an intake assessment or arranging for transfer to
another shelter. However this shortage should also give rise to a stronger (policy)
focus on prevention, improving inflow and outflow, agreements with other munici-
palities on transfer of clients and - if necessary — expansion of shelter services.

Improper use of local connection criterion

In certain cases, the local connection criterion seems to be used improperly as a
reason for denying people access to shelter. There is confusion about the concept
of eligibility in some cases. For some municipalities eligibility means ‘eligible and
having a local connection’, meaning that people with no local connection are not
eligible. However, local connection and eligibility are two different matters. Under
Article 1a and Article 8 of the Social Support Act, people may be entitled to social
support. Key aspects of these articles are a legal residence status, not being
excluded from social support and a need for care because one cannot participate
in society. Homeless people who do not have a local connection can therefore
indeed be eligible. The local connection criterion is sometimes used to deny a
person access to shelter because of the costs of services for homeless people.
Some of these costs are related to the provision of a benefit under the Work and
Welfare Act (WWA).

Disagreement about which municipality will bear the cost of the benefit is
mentioned several times as a limiting factor for transfer of clients. Finally it is
mentioned that ‘unruly’ clients who do not abide by house rules and cause a lot
of nuisance are not welcomed everywhere. For this group of people, not having
a local connection is being used as grounds for not providing shelter. This issue
has been known for a long time and potential solutions are not easy to achieve.
Instead of denying access, shelter organizations should be able to quickly refer
these clients to an appropriate care facility. It may be helpful to revise the current
assessment and referral under the Dutch General Exceptional Medical Expenses
Act and Health Insurance Act. It should also be considered whether the capacity
of forensic or judicial care facilities is sufficient.
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Increase of feedback mechanisms

The staff of shelter organizations have a great deal of discretionary power within
the current system for the implementation of nationwide accessibility and local
connection. There is little verification and countervailing power. Therefore, a vulner-
able, often unassertive group is at risk of being subject to arbitrary outcomes. This
was indeed demonstrated in the present study: Mystery guests having comparable
profiles and demand for care were treated in different ways within the same shelter
organization, depending on the employee present. There are various ways to
organize the assessment and to incorporate controls on the exercise of power, both
in the design, implementation and accountability of policy.

Regarding policy design, municipalities should at least establish policy rules.
Representatives of homeless people could be asked for submissions regarding the
agreements made on accessibility of shelter and local connection. They may also
be involved in reviewing policy implementation. It is also suggested that the services
of a confidential advisor are offered in respect of each application by a homeless
individual. Another suggestion is to devote more attention to providing shelter
applicants with information, for example by providing contact details of a street
lawyer when an applicant disagrees with the decision on admission. Written
evidence of the admission decision (approval or rejection) is rarely provided. The
course of the application procedure is often informal: In various applications for
shelter by mystery guests they were briefly questioned and then referred to the
municipality of origin without further support or documentary evidence. It seems
that municipalities and shelter organizations are rather hesitant to provide written
evidence of their decisions in some cases. This might happen in order to prevent
clients from appealing against the decision, or out of concern for excessive admin-
istrative burden. For some municipalities it is common practice to provide written
evidence (copy or administrative decision). Their experiences might help to give an
impression of the corresponding administrative burden.

Only half of the municipalities provide an appeal procedure for clients. It is important
for municipalities to formalize appeal procedures and to set this out clearly in agree-
ments with (staff of) shelter organizations. Homeless people should be made aware
of the possibility to appeal. Many municipalities were found to have little knowledge
of matters such as the transfer of clients and the availability of information for clients.
It is recommended that municipalities should be better informed since the support
of this vulnerable group of homeless individuals is their responsibility. Registration of
the number of people (not) admitted to shelter may provide an indication of the need
for measures to be put in place to constrain the power of local actors. Registering
and publishing these figures may help horizontal accountability. It is worth consid-
ering vertical accountability as well: The national government has responsibility for
coordinating nationwide accessibility of shelter in decentralized policies.
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“Neo-homelessness” and the Greek Crisis
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> Abstract_ This policy review focuses on the impact of the financial crisis and
austerity measures on housing exclusion and homelessness in Greece.
Despite homeless persons having been recently recognized in legislation as a
specific vulnerable social group, the Greek state has not put in place any
supportive measures for homeless persons and also has not developed a
prevention policy to safeguard its citizens who struggle with the impact of the
crisis. A “new generation” of homeless has appeared in Greece; the profile of
this “new generation” of homeless is different to that of the “traditional”
homeless of the country. The general impact of the crisis in Greece, especially
on the most vulnerable groups, cannot yet be measured, but it is clear that
new initiatives are required in order to promote the development of social
solidarity in Greece.

> Keywords_ Austerity, homelessness, neo-homeless

Introduction: The General Greek Policy Framework

The Greek Constitution provides clauses guaranteeing the right to housing. For
example Article 21, paragraph 4 stipulates: “The acquisition of dwelling for those
that deprive it or those inadequately sheltered is subject to special care by the
State”. Despite the constitutional recognition of a right to housing, efforts to tackle
homelessness in Greece have only been initiated relatively recently. This lack of
housing results also to the exclusion of other fundamental rights, such as employ-
ment (Greek Constitution, article 22 par.1) and education (article 16, par.2). The
introduction of social rights in the Greek Constitution does not establish an enforce-
able juridical claim. Usually, legislation is needed to activate, specify and interpret

ISSN 2030-2762 / ISSN 2030-3106 online



204 European Journal of Homelessness _ Volume 7, No. 2, December 2013
AR RN

the normative content of the constitutional provisions that establish social rights.
The enforcement of social rights depends upon the provision by the state of goods
or services, or the provision of the cash equivalent of goods and services, and
involves the redistribution of resources and income. In this sense, the implementa-
tion of a constitutionally guaranteed social right is contingent on the availability of
funds to those exercising state power. Consequently, people who lack housing or
live in inadequate, inappropriate accommodation cannot demand that the State
addresses their housing needs (Papaliou, 2010).

In Greece public policies provisions for the social inclusion of homeless persons are
residual. There is no provision for specific income support programs for homeless
people or specific measures with regard to the promotion of their employment. The
situation is further complicated by the different ministries involved in multiple aspects
of the housing issue: Thus responsibility for housing matters lies with the Ministry of
Environment; responsibility for social policy lies with the Ministry of Health; the
Ministry of Development is responsible for housing market regulation issues; and the
Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Citizen’s Protection (formerly Public Order)
share responsibility for migration. Furthermore, there is no social housing stock in the
country and the Workers’ Housing Association (OEK), the only organization for social
housing, which provided houses to its members (workers paying contribution to the
organization through their salaries) was abolished last year.

The “definition of homelessness” was set out recently in Law 4052 published on
February 28, 2012. In article 29 of the abovementioned Law, there are three provi-
sions, which state:

1st. “The homeless are recognized as a vulnerable social group, which is
provided for by social protection. The homeless are defined as all persons legally
residing in the country, that have no access, or have unsafe access to sufficient
privately owned, rented or bestowed housing that meets the required specifica-
tion and has basic water services and electricity.

2nd. The homeless include especially those who live on the street, in hostels, are
hosted, out of necessity, temporarily in institutions or other closed structures as
well as those living in inappropriate accommodation.

3rd. By Decisions of The Minister of Health and Social Solidarity and the respec-
tive competent Minister published in the Gazette, are regulated the specific
issues for implementation of the present, especially the content, scope and
timing for providing social protection, as well as the procedure and the imple-
menters of the homeless’ registration.”
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As it is clearly evident, while the legislation did accede to long-standing demands
by providing a legislative definition of homelessness, and the acknowledgement
that homeless persons are a specific social vulnerable group, the clauses provided
are limited and exclude non-legal residents of the country. Furthermore, due to a
lack of specific policy initiatives the law has until now not been called into play.

“Traditional” Homelessness

At the beginning of the 90’s, homelessness in Greece was considered “imported”.
This erroneous impression was due to the fact that an increase in the housing
problems of Greek citizens coincided with an increase in the number of immigrants
and asylum seekers. Naturally, soon enough it became apparent that immigrants
and natives alike were faced with housing problems. The Greek State was not
prepared and ill-equipped to develop tools for the prevention and management of
social problems that stemmed from changes in the last decades in the economic
and social structure and in the fabric of family life due to a reduction in employment
in the agricultural sector, the rapid urbanization of the population, the entrance of
women to the labour market and other shifts in the structure of the labour market.

More specifically, as Greek society evolved the traditional structure of the family
changed. Up until now the family in Greece has operated as a redistributive
mechanism, i.e. it collects resources for the support of its members in need and
delivers social services, for example the care needs of children and old people are
met by non-salaried work of women (Bilanakis, 2007). However, the Mediterranean
family model is being westernized very rapidly and solidarity among the family
members can no longer be relied upon. As a result many persons without family
support can find themselves in a situation of poverty and social exclusion (National
Centre of Social Research, 2002).

The available data regarding the number and characteristics of homeless people
in Greece derive from sketchy estimations of both the public and private organiza-
tions which target specific vulnerable groups such as drug users and abused
women; no data is available for example on immigrants or people released from
prisons. The first systematic attempt to register the homeless population, was
started by the NGO “Klimaka” in 2006 in Athens, Thesssaloniki and Larissa (Vlantoni
et al, 2006). The information collected revealed that one third (33 percent) of the
homeless population had received the obligatory education, almost half (46.5
percent) of the respondents had been homeless for more than 3 years while the
rate of delinquency within the homeless population (25 percent) was greater than
that in the general population. The lack of recognition of the population as well as
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the lack of any effort to collect official data on the issue has resulted in the total
absence of support measures and public structures that could stem the rise of
homelessness in the country.

Crisis and the “Neo-Homeless”

The term “neo-homeless” was introduced by the NGO Klimaka, in order to describe
a diversified homeless population, which emerged not long after the outbreak of
the fiscal crisis in Greece. The homeless population in Greece can be categorized
into three main categories. The first consists of people in homelessness due to a
combination of the following factors; unemployment and low income; mental health
problems, mostly with dual diagnosis (gambling, drug abuse, alcoholic abuse); and
the absence of a supportive network. Persons who fit into this category are mainly
Greeks and immigrants suffering from mental health disorders and commonly are
long-term homeless. The second category is the new homeless generation. This
population consists of homeless people who had until recent years a satisfactory
standard of living and have a higher educational level. People in this category have
found themselves homeless due to financial difficulties and unemployment.
Immigrants in this category are persons with a good level of societal integration.
The third category includes immigrants, asylum seekers and refugees in a stage of
transition; such persons face intense housing problems (complete rooflessness) for
a short time but they mostly live for a long time in inadequate housing and extreme
overcrowding (Alamanou et al, 2011).

Research on homelessness in the financial crisis (Theodorikakou et al, 2012)
indicates that 1 out of 5 “neo-homeless” persons has high/higher educational level,
while their former occupation was commonly in the technical, construction, or
tourism and related sectors, or they were self-employed; economic sectors that
seem to have been adversely affected by the crisis. Among the main findings of the
survey are also the following:

e Qver 6 in every 10 person surveyed (64.8 percent) have been homeless for less
than two years, while more than half “reside” in the historic centre of Athens.

e A similar proportion (63.8 percent) of the respondents had been sleeping rough
during the last year

e Oneinten (10.5 percent) respondents said they sought refuge in a car
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e One in seven (14.3 percent) respondents said they have gone at least once to a
hospital to spend the night.

e For more than half (52.4 percent) ensuring food is not a daily problem. Just less
than half (47.1 percent) indicated that clothing is not a problem but for over 4 in
10 (41 percent) respondents indicated that finding a place to bathe is a problem.

e Half of them live with zero euro or up to 20 euro per month
e Almost 6 out of every 10 (58.1 percent) are not covered by any sort of health insurance

e Among their most important needs they prioritize housing (85.6 percent), health
care (83.1 percent), work (76.5 percent) and personal care (75 percent)

e Three inten (29.8 percent) respondents believe that they became homeless due
to financial problems; while one in six (17.3 percent) attribute their homelessness
to unemployment

e When asked who is responsible for the crisis in Greece almost half (47.6 percent)
answered the politicians and one in four (25.7 percent) answered all Greeks

Compared to the “traditional” homeless population, the “neo-homeless” group
does not have severe mental health disorders, or problems of delinquency, and they
appear to have a greater potential for rehabilitation and social reintegration than the
‘traditional’ homeless. However, the loss of residence is a particular stressor since
the “neo-homeless” had until recently an adequate standard of living and most of
them never expected that they would face such extreme survival problems. This is
a huge change in their lives, which causes shock, especially in the beginning, and
triggers strong expressions of anxiety, sadness, anger, fear, anxiety, etc. Their
present situation and their inability to adequately support their families, negatively
affects their self-image and their role not only in the immediate family context but
also in broader social relations.

Conclusion: A Societal Response
to the Impact of the Socioeconomic Crisis

The low quality of the built urban environment, namely the absence of additional
social housing sites and servers provided at public expense, and the poor quality of
residential extensions, concerns the majority of the Greek population, especially the
inhabitants of Attica. Four issues need to be addressed to prevent housing exclusion:
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1. The immediate problem of homelessness
2. The problem of tenants with low and/or precarious income
3. The problem of the property costs for both owned and rented properties

4. The lack of public and social infrastructure, which complements housing and
the degradation of the urban environment (Portaliou, 2006).

None of these four issues have been addressed by the State while the homeless-
ness situation has worsened due to the austerity measures imposed by the govern-
ment. The inability of the social system to deal with the problems caused by the
economic downturn and the weakness of the market coupled with the rising costs
of the welfare state and reductions in benefits has not only failed to resolve the
problems, but rather intensified them.

A decade before the global and European crisis, several special analysts, like David
Gordon and Peter Townsend, pointed out that in Europe in the last two decades of
the 20th century: “the speed of social polarization seems to have been faster in the
last two decades of the 20th century than at any other time in recorded history,
because wages and the labour market were deregulated, progressive taxation
reduced, means testing of benefits extended, social insurance weakened, and
publicly owned industries and services substantially privatized” (2000, p.9).

Nowadays the deepening social polarization that Gordon and Townsend warned of
is a reality and has continued to develop and worsen with time. However, it is
difficult to absolutely evaluate the human cost of the crisis in Greece, as the impact,
especially on the most vulnerable population groups, cannot yet be measured. In
addition, the catalogue of social challenges remains long, is constantly expanding
and includes, among others, an increase in the population at risk of poverty, as well
as increases in social discriminations, the long term unemployed, the employed
poor, the under pensioned elderly and child poverty. Every new prediction regarding
the consequences of the crisis and each new estimate of the indicators of inequality
and poverty — however dramatic — is soon surpassed by the new facts, something
that reinforces the precariousness and complicates the mapping of the total
spectrum of the new polymorphic and complex reality.

It seems that a new socially excluded group has been created in Greek society; a
group which experiences all the major and extreme aspects of poverty and social
exclusion and whose members are deprived due to financial reasons of most of
their civil rights. But, it may be that the profile of the neo-homeless population can
create a new social dynamic which demands that basic needs are guaranteed by
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the State. The homeless march organized in Athens on April 12, 2013, where
homeless people protested in front of the Greek Parliament requesting nothing
more but a house, suggests that this is more than just an idealistic aspiration.

In the financial crisis there is a wide, and, probably, growing gap between the scale
of the problem we face and the scale of the solutions we offer. Social solidarity, not
as a characteristic of a welfare state, but as a characteristic of a society arises as
a reaction to a global sphere where capitalism dominated due to the absence of
any alternative. However, this evolutionary process may lead to a society of risk,
the risk of isolation, exclusion, poverty, unemployment, and personal insecurity
(Katsadoros, 2011).

As actions unfold to cope with the crisis, Greek citizens are engaged in mounting
civil unrest while stark inequalities are widening and are linked to many other social
ills. The increase in the number of suicides, the emergence of the “neo-homeless”,
the increased rate of delinquency, and economic insecurity are not “effects” of a
pathogenic state in crisis. They are the logical consequences of a system that is
divorced from social reality.

The emergence of social movements driven by social aims arises in Greece
primarily as a response to the unsuccessful capitalistic structures but also in
response to basic needs that had been inadequately met, or not met at all, by public
services or for profit enterprises. Solidarity and innovation become imperative
when problems are getting worse, when systems are not working or when institu-
tions reflect past rather that present problems.

However, this kind of solidarity should now be developed by a society, which has
to support and, ultimately, integrate, people that seem to be superfluous to the
economy. When people are no longer considered necessary for economic develop-
ment, society can and must find other alternative ways. Social solidarity, however,
does not mean charity and philanthropy. Philanthropy operates exclusively as a
relief. Securing a decent living, social participation, solidarity and collective devel-
opment, but also conservation and development of social capital requires an
activating social reaction, which will support the building of a social state. This
would require a more equal distribution of social goods and opportunities. In light
of this, there have been demands that the sterile vision of the state as the sole
catalyst of social ventures and political actions on the basis of solidarity must be
replaced with a broader vision of the role of the state. Under these crisis conditions,
the aim is to enable citizens to take initiatives. These initiatives must be established
on the basis of a constructive reflection that allows the emergence and subsequent
rejection of all those system distortions that generate inequality, discrimination and
collective weaknesses.
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> Abstract_ This policy review focuses on the use of the private rented sector
in Northern Ireland to house vulnerable (chronically) homeless people. As the
supply of social housing comes under intense pressure in Northern Ireland,
the possibilities for using the private rented sector as an alternative source of
accommodation for homeless people are now being explored. Use of the
private rented sector to house chronically homeless people with high support
needs, is controversial, as there are some concerns about housing manage-
ment quality, affordability, security of tenure and the suitability for homeless
people with high support needs. This policy review explores the results of
recent policy research that examined the strengths and weaknesses of using
the private rented sector to house this group of homeless people.

> Key Words_ Northern Ireland, Housing First, Housing Led, Welfare Reform,
independent living, private rented sector

Introduction

Northern Ireland has homelessness legislation that broadly mirrors the separate
homelessness laws found in England, Wales and Scotland (Fitzpatrick et al, 2009).
In Northern Ireland, someone is homeless if they have no ‘reasonable’ accommoda-
tion they can occupy in the UK or elsewhere. The ‘reasonable’ clause in the legisla-
tion, which relates to people in severely overcrowded housing, or housing which is
in such poor repair that it is unfit for habitation, or housing which exacerbates the
effects of an existing disability or limiting illness, makes the Northern Ireland defini-
tion of ‘homelessness’ potentially very wide. However, there are additional criteria
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governing acceptance for re-housing. Someone must also show that, through
action or inaction, they have not ‘intentionally’ made themselves homeless. In
addition they must have a local connection with Northern Ireland (i.e. be an estab-
lished resident) and also be within a ‘priority need’ group (NIHE, 2012a).

An individual or household is in priority need if they have dependent children or if
they are ‘vulnerable’. To be deemed ‘vulnerable’ is to have a support or health care
need that limits the ability of someone to find their own way out of homelessness,
i.e. they need significant assistance to find and secure suitable housing. Someone
can be deemed vulnerable if they are a young person at risk of financial or sexual
exploitation; someone who is at risk of violence (including gender based/domestic
violence or threats of violence from neighbouring households); a disabled working-
age adult; a frail older person; if they have mental health problems or a severe
mental illness; and for other reasons, such as a history of problematic drug and
alcohol use. Vulnerable individuals include those who are chronically homeless, i.e.
people who have high support needs and who have experienced sustained or
recurrent homelessness. The presence of a support or health care need does not
automatically mean someone will be re-housed under the legislation. It has to be
determined by the Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE) that a support need
makes someone effectively unable to suitably house themselves without assistance
(NIHE, 2012a).

Homelessness legislation in Northern Ireland was originally designed to provide
housing to homeless people in the social rented sector. However, the supply of
social housing has contracted relative to demand, and there is now severe
pressure on the available social rented housing in many parts of Northern Ireland.
The private rented sector (PRS) is increasingly seen as an appropriate solution
for those who might previously have sought social housing, including homeless
people. The emphasis on the PRS within housing policy is driven by a number of
factors. Most importantly, the current stock of social housing is seen by policy
makers as a response to housing need that is difficult to sustain; is attributed with
some negative as well as positive outcomes; and is not considered suitable for
all cohorts of homeless people. At the same time, demand for social housing, in
the face of increased barriers to home ownership, stressed economic conditions,
changing demographics and — at least in some areas - rising private sector rents,
is likely to increase. Against this background, housing planners increasingly look
to the PRS to fill the gap and to meet housing need (DSD, 2010; Donald et al, 2011;
NIHE, 2012b).

This policy review focuses on recent developments relating to homelessness policy
in Northern Ireland. It reports the findings of a research project commissioned by
Housing Rights Service, which centred on the potential to make greater use of the
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PRS to meet the needs of vulnerable homeless people (Ellison et al, 2012). The
review is intended to stimulate discussion and inform policy debate about how best
to meet the housing needs of vulnerable homeless people in the PRS.

Policy Context

The NIHE is the regional strategic housing authority for Northern Ireland and has
statutory responsibility for dealing with homelessness. The Department for Social
Development (DSD) is the government department with responsibility for housing
policy and works closely with NIHE in the implementation of housing policy in
Northern Ireland. The homelessness strategy is located in the context of wider
social inclusion goals. In 2004 DSD established the Promoting Social Inclusion (PSI)
Partnership, an inter-departmental, cross-sectorial working group, in order to
promote the social inclusion of homeless people. In July 2007 the PSI working
group published a strategy to promote the social inclusion of homeless people, and
those at risk of becoming homeless in Northern Ireland. The PSI partnership is still
operating and Housing Rights Service is a member alongside a range of statutory
and NGO partners.

The immediate policy context for the research reported here was a strategic review
of housing policy in Northern Ireland and the development of a new housing strategy
and action plan that is designed to meet future housing needs and ensure that
housing has a key role to play in meeting wider social and economic goals. Key
components of the framework are the Homelessness Strategy for Northern Ireland
2012-2017 published in April 2012 (NIHE, 2012a) and a new Housing Related
Support Strategy (NIHE, 2012b). Both strategies place emphasis on the prevention
of homelessness and an increased focus on need while enhancing and joining up
services for homeless individuals. There is also a new drive to utilise the PRS as
part of both a preventative effort to relieve housing stress and as a major part of
the long-term solution to homelessness. There are four key strategic objectives of
the Northern Ireland Homelessness Strategy:

e Homelessness prevention at the forefront of service delivery

e Reducing the length of time households experience homelessness by improving
access to affordable housing

e Removing the need to sleep rough

e Improving services to vulnerable households and individuals (NIHE, 2012a, p.7).
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Homelessness continues to represent a significant challenge for Northern Irish
policy makers and providers. Approximately 20000 households present as
homeless to NIHE each year, with around 50 percent of those being accepted as
meeting the statutory definition of homeless. More than half (53 percent) of all
households who presented in 2010/11 were single people, of whom 23 percent were
single men aged 26-59, many of whom were found to be ‘vulnerable’ i.e. chronically
or potentially chronically homeless. Families with children accounted for around
one third (34 percent) of those presenting. In recent years, a number of factors have
contributed to changes in the nature of homelessness in Northern Ireland. These
have been identified by NIHE (2012a) as follows:

e Changing demographics, particularly an increasing number of older people
applying and being accepted as homeless due to current accommodation being
‘unreasonable’ for their needs;

e Economic factors and welfare reform, e.g. increasing numbers of people becoming
homeless because they can no longer afford their accommodation costs;

¢ Increasing number of people who are homeless following release from institu-
tions, including prisons;

e Increasing number of young people requiring supported accommodation. This
is attributable to closer partnership working with Health and Social Services
regarding the needs of young people leaving care and an increase in the number
of 16 and 17 year olds presenting, and being accepted, as homeless.

The dominant factor in homelessness causation, as cited by those presenting as
homeless, is a family dispute (23 percent in 2010/11). The other key factors are
marital/relationship breakdown (12 percent), accommodation not deemed reason-
able (15 percent) and the loss of rented accommodation (13 percent). There has
been a sharp increase (22 percent in 2010/11) in the number of presenters who cited
the loss of rented accommodation as the cause of their homelessness, which is
thought to reflect the decreasing affordability of PRS rents (NIHE, 2011).

Pressure to use the Private Rented Sector
for Chronically Homeless People

If no permanent accommodation is available when the NIHE determines that a
vulnerable, i.e. chronically, or potentially chronically homeless, person is eligible to
be re-housed, then the individual is entitled to temporary accommodation until
suitable permanent accommodation becomes available. Traditionally, most
homeless people moved on from temporary accommodation to accommodation in
the social rented sector. The social rented sector has usually been preferred
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because it is perceived as more affordable, and offering greater security of tenure
than the PRS. Use of temporary accommodation has been increasing as demand
for social housing in Northern Ireland now exceeds supply.

There are already problems with ‘silting-up’ within some homeless accommodation
services with many chronically homeless people unable to move-on into permanent
accommodation, spending long periods of time in accommodation that was
designed for emergencies or as temporary. Reasons for ‘silting up’ may include:

* Alack of adequate and affordable housing to enable move-on;

e A lack of support from other agencies for vulnerable homeless people with
complex needs. Being able to achieve successful move-on and sustained inde-
pendence also depends on the support of other agencies (e.g. health services);

e The support available in temporary accommodation is sometimes inappropriate
to the needs of the individual.

Although the PRS looks unlikely to have enough available accommodation to
provide a ‘total’ solution to homelessness, nevertheless the sector does contain a
stock of decent and affordable housing that can potentially play a crucial role in
tackling homelessness in Northern Ireland, and the NIHE has stated that they
believe that even a marginal improvement in access to the PRS could make a
significant difference in preventing and tackling homelessness (NIHE, 2012a).
However, it can be argued that, if housing needs are to be met using the PRS,
access and sustainability are key issues that need to be addressed. Access to the
PRS hinges critically on rental affordability and the ability to offer deposits for
tenancies. Sustainability rests on accommodation that is appropriate to needs and
which is combined with effective support and some degree of stability and security
of tenure. It is quite clear from the evidence and the life histories of vulnerable
homeless people, that housing based solutions without adequate support will
quickly break down, whatever the tenure concerned.

Housing Chronically Homeless People
using the Private Rented Sector

The research project commissioned by Housing Rights Service, funded by the Oak
Foundation and carried out by Policis and the University of York during 2012 had a
particular focus on using the PRS to house chronically and potentially chronically
homeless people with complex needs, people whose voices are not often heard in
public debate (Ellison et al, 2012). The research report sought to place the issues
for chronically homeless people in the wider context of the potential role of the PRS
in addressing homelessness. It also brought together existing evidence, original
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research with homeless service users, perspectives from Government and other
stakeholders, research with private sector landlords, and consultations with domain
experts in Northern Ireland and elsewhere.

Evidence from the US and Europe shows that the PRS can be an effective solution
for addressing the needs of homeless people. However, the research in Northern
Ireland reported in this policy review highlights that the major barrier to the use of
the PRS to house those on welfare benefits, who have little chance of being housed
within the social housing sector, is affordability (Ellison et al, 2012). Rents in the PRS
are significantly more expensive than in the social housing sector, while the require-
ment for a security deposit and rent in advance can pose an insuperable barrier for
many low income prospective private tenants therefore limiting move-on options
for many vulnerable people.

In particular, the reduction in funding for self-contained accommodation for people
aged under 35, who are now often only eligible for sufficient support with rent for their
own room in a shared house, is a major barrier to accessing and sustaining housing
for those at greatest risk of homelessness. Chronically homeless people who may
have difficulties with social interaction are likely to struggle in shared PRS housing.

In addition, for chronically homeless people and those at greatest risk of homeless-
ness such as people leaving care or prison, the affordability barriers are
compounded by unmet support needs. If support is not provided with mental
health, drug and alcohol addiction, financial and social exclusion, or a lack of life-
skills, re-housing in the private rented sector is unlikely to be successful (Ellison et
al, 2012). From the perspective of PRS landlords, individuals who have high support
needs can often be regarded as undesirable tenants. Private sector landlords often
do not want to house people they regard as unlikely to pay the rent, who might
present with nuisance behaviours and cause damage to property.

Existing policy approaches resulting in serial placement in temporary hostel
accommodation have, however, not served homeless people well, setting up a
pattern of instability and insecurity and leaving vulnerable individuals exposed to
peer pressure and influences conducive to the perpetuation of a chaotic lifestyle.
Similarly, providing individuals with housing solutions without an appropriate
degree and mix of support can result in low rates of housing retention. It is clear
from existing evidence that support is required if the chronically and potentially
chronically homeless people are to sustain tenancies. There is also evidence that
some older homeless people, who include some of the most high risk and vulner-
able individuals, are highly resistant to the idea of living in other than a hostel
environment, and reluctant to move away from familiar staff on whom they were
often highly dependent for safety and support (Ellison et al, 2012).
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Using the Private Rented Sector for Chronically Homeless People

The evidence base indicates that support strategies need to be holistic and
focused on outcomes for different segments within the chronically homeless
population involving:

e The disruption of cycle of instability and crisis, acquisition of life-skills, enhanced
opportunity for those with light support needs;

* Addressing specialist needs around mental health, drug and alcohol use for
those with medium support needs as a basis for a wider effort on longer term
behaviour change, new connections and new life-chances;

e The provision of intensive support and harm reduction programmes within stable
and secure environments with respect, control and choice, for the relatively few
who need intensive permanent support (Ellison et al, 2012, p.106).

While barriers exist around landlord attitudes and the affordability of the PRS,
private landlords are nevertheless open to propositions which guarantee rent,
length of tenure and assurances that the property will be returned in good condition;
providing that these guarantees are combined with support services that minimise
potential disturbance to neighbours and provide for exit management in the event
of a tenancy going badly wrong (Ellison et al, 2012).

The research concluded that the Housing First model, which takes housing as a
basic human right and provides a permanent housing solution, should be imple-
mented in Northern Ireland as a first step in addressing chronic homelessness,
using the PRS, with housing entitlement separate from service development and
delivery (Ellison et al, 2012). It needs to be recognised that those presenting with
different support needs and more or less entrenched homelessness will require
differing degrees of support. Putting a permanent housing solution in place as the
first step in tackling homelessness needs to be the common thread in the approach
to homelessness in Northern Ireland, regardless of the complexity of need.

People with complex needs and a history of entrenched chronic homelessness are
likely to need a Housing First approach, combining a housing solution with long
term, intensive, wraparound support. Those experiencing recurrent homelessness,
but with less complex needs, may need multi-agency support but on a less intensive
and, if appropriate, on a time-limited basis, using a Housing Led model. For others
with few if any support needs, the Social Lettings Agency approach (which involves
a small staff team which essentially checks and then facilitates access to suitable
PRS housing), combined with transitional support and any required skill building,
will be sufficient to effect sustainable change, secure tenancies and enhanced
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life-chances. Combining new ways to manage access to the PRS and innovative
support such as that offered by Housing First could be a way forward to success-
fully using the PRS to end homelessness for chronically homeless groups.

While a number of initiatives have been undertaken in Northern Ireland to prevent
homelessness (e.g. rent deposit guarantee schemes), the role of tenancy sustain-
ment in preventing tenancies from coming to a premature end requires greater
recognition and support. This entails providing housing support services, including
Housing First, from the outset of a tenancy to assist with developing skills for
independent living. Currently, floating support can provide such services, but
provision is not strongly developed outside Belfast.

This may be particularly important for older people who are increasingly presenting
as homeless. There is now a greater appreciation of how housing support can help
older people maintain independent living in their own homes through assistance,
for example, with peripatetic support, and assistance with repairs or adaptations.
In recent years, a substantial portfolio of ‘single lets’ has also been developed —
self-contained rented accommodation in the PRS - which is used to discharge
NIHE’s statutory duty to make available temporary accommodation for a homeless
household whilst a permanent accommodation solution is sought. The level of
housing related support provided within temporary homeless accommodation
varies from service to service and some single lets often have no support attached.

A number of key recommendations have been set out in the research report including:

e A move away from temporary accommodation and towards the use of Housing
First and Housing Led models is required, putting the housing solution first and
then building multi-agency services and support around it;

¢ The Housing First model will need to be deployed in combination with an expanded
Social Lettings Agency approach to address the barriers to vulnerable individuals
entering the PRS in order to overcome landlord resistance to housing vulnerable
tenants and to build the life skills, which will make tenancies sustainable. It needs
to be recognised however that, as a stand-alone service, the Social Lettings
Agency model is only appropriate for those with low support needs;

e For those with more complex needs, and recovering from chronic and serial
homelessness, a more intensive multi-agency support service will need to be
developed within a Housing First framework offering: intensive wrap-around 24/
7 support on a permanent basis for the relatively few very high risk individuals
who need this approach; and less intensive, potentially time limited, support for
those with less complex problems who may need extensive support in the tran-
sition period but may be able to live independently, with less support, on an
on-going basis;
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e Vulnerable homeless people aspire above all to self-determination, a space of
their own, and an opportunity to re-set their lives. Where there is research on
service user aspirations, they express a desire to live independently, in ordinary
housing and in their local communities (Ellison et al, 2012).

The UK Government’s welfare reform agenda will have a major impact on
homeless households in Northern Ireland. This agenda is likely to impact signifi-
cantly on the affordable housing options for homeless people moving on from
temporary accommodation into the PRS. Although some exceptions exist for
long-term chronically homeless people, a lack of affordable private rented accom-
modation may lead to delays in moving on from temporary accommodation with
some people (particularly those in the single, under 35 age group) finding that
they can no longer afford their accommodation and becoming homeless as a
result of the benefit changes. Consideration needs to be given to the risk of
homelessness and the implications of adopting a Housing First approach when
framing the implementation of welfare reform in Northern Ireland. It will be critical
that ‘Exceptions and Support’ policies and protocols around the transition to the
new welfare regime are structured so chronically homeless and potentially chroni-
cally homeless individuals are exempted from the requirements on shared
accommodation and the associated caps on entitlement.

Conclusion

This policy review argues that the Housing First and Housing Led models that
have been effective elsewhere in Northern Europe and the US can provide a
template for adaptation in a Northern Ireland context. Policy makers in Northern
Ireland should develop a holistic, people centred, response to the needs of
chronically homeless people in order to arrest the cycle of failure which leads to
repeated episodes of homelessness and, in the most acute cases, even more
tragic consequences for these individuals and their families. It is of note that NIHE
and DSD are committed to considering the applicability of a Housing First model
in Northern Ireland and to develop ‘wraparound’ support solutions tailored to
individual need. However the continuing recession, welfare reform and the lack
of affordable social housing may ultimately undermine efforts to access permanent
accommodation for many vulnerable people.
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Introduction

In 2011, a paper | wrote with my colleagues Michael Baker and Philippa Howden-
Chapman was published in this journal — entitled The ETHOS Definition and
Classification of Homelessness: An Analysis (hereafter referred to as ‘the 2011
paper’). Three authors responded - Bill Edgar (2012), Ingrid Sahlin (2012), and
Nan Roman (2012); | am grateful for their thoughtful critiques. The aim of this
article is to comment on the three responses, with the aim of moving the discus-
sion further forward.

References to definition and measurement issues are ubiquitous in the homeless-
ness literature, but relatively few authors have sought to conceptually define the
phenomenon. In the early 1990s, Cordray and Pion explained, “it is impossible to
make meaningful decisions about whom to count as homeless and how to derive
that estimate without a firm grasp of the concept that one intends to measure”
(1991, p.591). Yet, these authors avoided the task of developing a robust concept
of homelessness, instead simply recommending clear articulation of whatever is
measured as homelessness.

This type of shortcut has persisted, with a number of definitions in the literature
reflecting popular perceptions, or defaulting to what is already measured (e.g. Rossi
and Wright, 1987; Peressini et al, 1996; Springer, 2000; Tipple and Speak, 2006).
Many definitions comprise lists or ‘continuums’ of living situations with no explana-
tion of the defining characteristics these situations have in common (e.g. Springer,
2000; United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2008). Debates
about definitions of homelessness have tended to focus on specific living situations
(often framed as ‘broad’ versus ‘narrow’ definitions), without reference to clear
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theoretical rationale. Detailed conceptual models' are rare, and classifications of
homelessness demonstrably derived from systematic, exhaustive application of
such conceptual models are rarer still, even among recently-published approaches;
e.g. Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012; Canadian Homelessness Research
Network, 2012. In-depth, critical analyses of existing approaches are limited. In
sum, the field has seen a proliferation of definitions and classifications of homeless-
ness, but a relative lack of engagement with ideas of conceptual validity or inter-
national standardisation.

The ETHOS approach to defining and classifying homelessness is unique for being
prominent, explicitly conceptual, and developed for application across international
borders (within the European Union). This made it an ideal candidate for examina-
tion against the standard criteria for conceptual validity, as outlined in the 2011
paper. In this present paper, the responses to the 2011 paper are considered within
the following structure. First, Edgar’s, Sahlin’s and Roman’s criticisms of the 2011
paper are discussed in six sections: scope and appropriateness; arbitrary threshold;
no circumstances criterion; weak construct validity; non-exhaustiveness; and
reference period inconsistency. Next, Sahlin’s concept of ‘problematic housing
situations’ is examined, a concept proposed in response to the 2011 paper. Finally,
refinements to the 2011 paper’s concept of homelessness are summarised, and
conclusions drawn.

Responses Relating to the Scope and
Appropriateness of the 2011 Paper’s Analysis

Roman and Sabhlin criticised the 2011 paper for failing to examine two topics that
were expressly outside its scope: operational definitions of homelessness; and
housing exclusion. Roman argued that: “A definition must contain data elements
that can be collected in the real world” (2012, p.237). This is true for operational
definitions, but the 2011 paper focused on conceptualisation: “[W]e focus only on
conceptualisation, but stress that a valid concept of homelessness is the basis of
a meaningful case definition and should guide the development of data collection”
(Amore et al, 2011, pp.23-24). Regarding housing exclusion, both Roman and Sahlin
pointed out that this conceptual category was missing from the classification of
homelessness proposed in the 2011 paper. However, the 2011 paper focused solely
on the definition and classification of homelessness. Housing exclusion is a concept
related to, but distinct from, homelessness.

1 ‘Conceptual model’ and ‘conceptual definition’ are synonymous, as are ‘typology’ and ‘classi-
fication’ — these terms are used interchangeably in both the 2011 paper and this one.
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Edgar questioned the appropriateness of the 2011 paper’s critique. He framed the
analysis as “the sensu strictu interpretation of statisticians” (2012, p.224, original
emphasis), suggesting that a ‘strict’ (or rigorous) definition of homelessness does
not meet “the needs of professionals involved in policy development, evaluation
and implementation” (2012, p.224). As a matter of note, none of the authors of the
2011 paper are statisticians. More importantly, a conceptual definition of homeless-
ness (or any phenomenon) must be strict, because that is the definition of ‘defini-
tion’: “Stating exactly what a thing is, or what a word means” (Oxford English
Dictionary, 2013). If we are not strict when we define homelessness, then we are
being sloppy, and: “[l]f a sloppy inquiry is as acceptable as a careful one... then
there is no need to inquire — we might as well accept, without further fuss, any old
view that tickles our fancy” (Philips, 1990, p.43). There exists an intellectual respon-
sibility for rigorous and sound conceptualisation. This is important for valid meas-
urement of a population, but also for policy development, service delivery,
evaluation of interventions, and other research.

As discussed in the 2011 paper, the ETHOS typology of homelessness is promoted
and perceived as being derived from a robust conceptual definition. Culhane and
Byrne (2010) for example, commented that the classification is “thoroughly well
conceptualized” (p.9). ETHOS is recommended as the “common framework defini-
tion of homelessness at EU level” (European Consensus Conference on
Homelessness, 2010, p.10), and it is being “used already in a number of countries to
adjust or refine national definitions of homelessness” (Busch-Geertsema, 2010, p.34).
The intention of ETHOS, according the Edgar, is to “provid[e] a robust conceptual
model” (2012, p.224). For all of these reasons, there is no doubt that carefully scruti-
nising the conceptual rigour of ETHOS was appropriate and necessary.

Edgar implied that the established standards for conceptual definitions and clas-
sifications (as described in the 2011 paper) do not apply to ETHOS because
“ETHOS was developed in the context of the complexity and diversity of the
European Union” (2012, p.224). However, a theory should be expected to meet the
usual standards, wherever it is developed.

Edgar also confused the conceptualisation of homelessness proposed in the 2011
paper with another approach developed in New Zealand, published by Statistics
New Zealand (2009). This confusion is understandable, but the approaches are
quite different, and Statistics New Zealand’s concept is irrelevant to the 2011 paper.
However, it is worth noting that Edgar considered Statistics New Zealand’s defini-
tion of homelessness, and concluded, “our intention of providing a robust concep-
tual model that would allow adaptation to local circumstance has been vindicated
by the NZ experience” (2012, p.224). There are two problems with this argument.
Firstly though the Statistics New Zealand’s approach is ostensibly “based upon...
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ETHOS” (2009, p.4), the definition and classification do not actually correspond
with the ETHOS conceptual model (see discussion in Amore et al, 2013). Secondly
a model being cited or even applied by a statistical office or any other agency is
not, in itself, evidence that the model is conceptually robust.

Roman framed the ETHOS typology as a menu of categories, rather than a concep-
tual guide: “... nations can choose what category or categories of homelessness
[from the ETHOS typology] they wish to define and measure, and have this meas-
urement be understandable, comparable, and reliable internationally” (2012, p.236).
Nations choosing whatever categories they wish to recognise as homelessness is
at odds with the notion of a conceptual definition and classification. A conceptual
approach is designed to produce standardised measures, with different nations
applying the same conceptual criteria to their respective populations. The popula-
tions identified as homeless will vary, but the reasons they qualify as homeless will
be consistent. If the ETHOS typology is perceived and used as a menu, and nations
simply choose a variety of categories to measure as homelessness, their respective
measures will not be comparable. Roman also argued that: “A definition must be
consistent over time so that change can be measured” (2012, p.237). This is true to
a certain extent — a definition should be applied consistently over time, but it should
also be conceptually valid, and conceptual validity takes precedence. If temporal
consistency took precedence over conceptual validity, then we should still be
defining a homeless person as being a vagrant, hobo, or tramp.

Responses Relating to the 2011 Paper’s
‘Arbitrary Threshold’ Criticism of ETHOS

The first criticism of ETHOS in the 2011 paper was that the threshold between
homelessness and housing exclusion in the conceptual model seems to be
arbitrary. The 2011 paper questioned why people excluded from both the physical
and social domains are not regarded as homeless in the ETHOS conceptual model,
but people excluded from the legal and social domains are. Underlying this critique
was the observation that the categories classified as ‘homelessness’ represent
exclusion from two or more ‘domains of home’. We therefore assumed that the
principle for defining homelessness was (or should be) ‘exclusion from multiple
domains’. This understanding also underpinned the model of homelessness
proposed in the 2011 paper, but this should have been made explicit, as Roman
rightly pointed out. A reader should not have to guess the rationale underlying a
conceptual model - it should be clearly stated. Both the 2011 paper and ETHOS
fail this basic test.
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My position is that homelessness pertains to severe housing deprivation, which
reflects popular understanding of the issue and that of many practitioners and
scholars. Springer, for example, framed homelessness as “the bottom end of the
spectrum of housing situations” (2000, p.476) and Rossi et al (1987) asserted: “In a
fundamental sense, a definition of homelessness is, ipso facto, a statement as to
what should constitute the floor of housing adequacy below which no member of
society should be permitted to fall” (p.1336, emphasis added).

| argue that homelessness pertains to living situations that fail to meet a minimum
adequacy standard for housing —that is, severely inadequate housing. An ‘intersec-
tion’ or ‘exclusion from multiple domains’ approach fits with such a construction,
and is consistent with other measures of deprivation, such as Eurostat’s ‘severe
material deprivation’ measure; Eurostat, 2012.

Assuming an ‘exclusion from multiple domains’ rule applies to the ETHOS model,
the 2011 paper questioned why people are only regarded as homeless if the two
domains they are excluded from are legal and social. This means people living in
other situations of ‘exclusion from multiple domains’ are excluded from the
homeless population — such as a person living in a legally tenured house that lacks
sanitary facilities, due to a lack of access to more-adequate housing. The 2011
paper argued that living in such housing, due to a lack of better options, represents
exclusion from ETHOS’ physical and social domains. The physical inadequacy of
such housing relates to the lack of sanitary facilities, and the social domain relates
to being able to maintain privacy, which is seriously compromised if sanitary facili-
ties are lacking.

In reference to the above example, Edgar argued that people living in housing that is
severely physically inadequate should not qualify as homeless, because “in some
countries a high percentage of dwellings are officially unfit for habitation” (2012,
p.222). | would argue that the predicted prevalence of a housing problem is irrelevant
to deciding whether or not it qualifies, conceptually, as a category of homelessness.
According to Edgar’s argument, a high percentage of a population living rough would
be cause to exclude people living rough from the homeless population.

Responses Relating to the 2011 Paper’s
‘No Circumstances Criterion’ Criticism of ETHOS

The second criticism of the ETHOS in the 2011 paper was that the conceptual model
lacks a clear ‘circumstances’ criterion. Admittedly, this argument was not as clear as
it should have been. ‘Circumstances’ is a poor descriptor of the criterion in question
— ‘alack of access to minimally adequate housing’ would be more precise.
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The 2011 paper also argued that homelessness relates to living in severely inade-
quate housing and lacking access to minimally adequate housing. The connector
‘and’ was erroneous. Rather, homelessness should be understood as relating to
living in severely inadequate housing due to a lack of access to minimally adequate
housing. To illustrate: a person in prison is living in severely inadequate housing —
they are excluded from ETHOS’ social and legal domains and they lack access to
other, more-adequate housing. Indeed, prohibiting access to more-adequate
housing is a core function of prison. However, a person in prison is not living in
severely inadequate housing due to a lack of access to minimally adequate housing;
rather, they are living in such housing because they are incarcerated. Therefore,
they should not be considered homeless. In the same way, a person living in a tent
should only qualify as homeless if they are living in the tent due to a lack of access
to minimally adequate housing. This kind of ‘enforced lack’ (Mack and Lansley,
1985) criterion is standard in concepts of poverty and deprivation, and homeless-
ness is generally considered to be a form of deprivation.

Edgar refuted the 2011 paper’s ‘no circumstances criterion’ criticism, arguing that:
“Lack of access to housing underpins the whole development of the [ETHOS]
model” (2012, p.221). However, if something is a defining criterion, it should be
clearly stated in the conceptual definition, not implied. As mentioned in the 2011
paper, this clarity is important to ensure due attention is paid to each criterion when
developing operational definitions. Operationalisation of ‘lack of access’ is given
little attention in the literature, compared with discussion of which housing types
should be included in classifications of homelessness. However, the issue of opera-
tionalising ‘lack of access to minimally adequate housing’ has not been ignored
entirely. The Australian Bureau of Statistics (2011), for example, explained why using
‘no place of usual residence’ as the sole proxy for ‘lack of access to minimally
adequate housing’ is inappropriate. This occurs in a number of operational defini-
tion, such as ETHOS Light (Edgar et al, 2007) and Chamberlain and MacKenzie
(2008). Further work is needed in this area.

Responses Relating to the 2011 Paper’s
‘Weak Construct Validity’ Criticism of ETHOS

The third criticism of ETHOS in the 2011 paper was that the typology has weak
construct validity because it does not reflect the conceptual model it is ostensibly
derived from. One of the examples used in the 2011 paper was institutions targeted
at homeless people or immigrants. The paper pointed out that while residents of
these institutions are classified as homeless in ETHOS, residents of other types of
institutions are excluded from the homeless population, even though they meet the
criteria for homelessness set out in the ETHOS definition. Edgar seems to have
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misinterpreted the critique, stating that the 2011 paper “refer[s] specifically to
category 5 (accommodation for immigrants)... and claim[s] th[is] population is not
part of the homeless population” (p.222). Rather, the argument made in the 2011
paper was that the ETHOS conceptual model does not adequately explain why
some categories are ruled in, and other categories are ruled out, of the classifica-
tion of homelessness.

Responses Relating to the 2011 Paper’s
‘Non-Exhaustive’ Criticism of ETHOS

The fourth criticism of ETHOS in the 2011 paper was that the typology of homeless-
ness is not exhaustive. A typology must be exhaustive, by definition (Hoffman and
Chamie, 1999). Edgar and Sahlin both seem to have misinterpreted this argument.
Edgar argued, “even if it had been possible to develop an exhaustive typology in
the diversity that is Europe, it would not have been a sensible approach” (2012,
p.223); and Sahlin, while agreeing that the ETHOS typology is not exhaustive,
argued, “... but operational categories can hardly cover all relevant housing situa-
tions in all countries all of the time” (2012, p.229). The ‘non-exhaustive’ criticism of
the ETHOS classification was not a call for finer differentiation of the housing types
covered, but a criticism that there are no conceptual categories for some people
who qualify as homeless according to the ETHOS conceptual model.

Responses Relating to the 2011 Paper’s
‘Reference Period Inconsistency’ Criticism of ETHOS

The fifth criticism of ETHOS in the 2011 paper was that inconsistent reference
periods are applied in the typology. Specifically, this criticism referred to ETHOS
labelling people at risk of homelessness and people who are formerly homeless as
‘homeless’: “While we agree that these populations (at risk of homelessness and
formerly homeless people) are relevant to homelessness policy and should be
monitored, we think it is necessary to distinguish them clearly, rather than conflate
them with the homeless population” (Amore et al, 2011, p.30).

Regarding ETHOS misclassifying people ‘due to be released from institutions with
no home to go to’ as homeless, the 2011 paper argued: “If no housing has been
organised for a person in an institution to be discharged to, then it is appropriate
for them to remain in the institution until it is” (Amore et al, 2011, p.30). As rightly
pointed out by Edgar, this was a weak argument. In the case of prisons, for example,
it is clearly inappropriate for people to be held past their date of release due to a
lack of housing to be released to.
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However, the broader argument stands - ‘at risk’ and ‘formerly homeless’ popula-
tions are not homeless, and should be clearly distinguished. The logic is plain. The
2011 paper stressed that this argument does not imply these populations are not
relevant to homelessness policy, nor that they should not be monitored. Edgar
argued: “Since homeless[ness] policy should be concerned with prevention as well
as alleviation, there is a requirement to monitor those who are at risk of homelessness
and those who have been re-housed due to homelessness” (2012, p.222). | agree —
but a group does not have to be called ‘homeless’ to be monitored or to be included
in homelessness policy. It is possible (and valid) to define people at risk of homeless-
ness as ‘at risk of homelessness’ and people formerly homeless as ‘formerly
homeless’ and still make clear that they are important populations for policy and
measurement. Moreover, clearly distinguishing these populations is useful for poli-
cymakers, because they require different types of policy interventions.

In response to the 2011 paper’s criticism of ETHOS misclassifying people ‘due to be
released from institutions with no home to go to’ as homeless, Sahlin argued: “A
hospital or a prison is certainly not a place where a person may enjoy any dimension
of a home, whether physical, legal or social” (2012, p.228). | agree that hospitals and
prisons do not satisfy the legal and social domains - that is, their residents lack
security of tenure (legal domain) and they lack privacy, as compared with a conven-
tional dwelling (social domain). However, following Edgar’s (2012) confirmation of
ETHOS’ implied ‘enforced lack’ criterion, a person should only be regarded as
homeless if they are living in such housing due to a lack of access to minimally
adequate housing. On this view, a person living in an institution (of any kind) should
only be classified as homeless if the living conditions in the institution exclude them
from the legal and social domains and if they are living there due to a lack of access
to minimally adequate housing. The example of prison was discussed earlier. To give
another example, if a person is in hospital because they require hospital-level care,
they are not homeless. However, if a person has to remain in hospital due to lack of
access to minimally adequate housing, rather than a need for continuing hospital-
level treatment or other social reasons, they are homeless. These stipulations may
seem overly detailed, but that is the purpose of a conceptual definition — to explain
exactly what is ruled in and what is ruled out, and why.

Sahlin’s Concept of ‘Problematic Housing Situations’

In her response to the 2011 paper, Sahlin made a valuable contribution to the field
by introducing a new conceptualisation of ‘problematic housing situations’. This
new concept was intended to overcome the perceived conceptual shortfalls of
both ETHOS and the approach proposed in the 2011 paper. | will not provide a
thorough analysis here, but make two brief observations. Firstly Sahlin’s classifi-
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cation aims to be exhaustive — “tak[ing] all logical combinations of missed or
available ETHOS domains into account” (2012, p.231). However, it is missing one
combination: social domain missing, physical and legal domains available (for
example, inadequate privacy in physically and legally adequate housing).
Secondly Sahlin argued that space (or ‘room’) is a criterion of both the physical
and social domains. This may explain the missing combination in Sahlin’s clas-
sification: if housing fails to provide enough space, it will always fail to satisfy both
the physical and social domains. However, spatial adequacy is primarily a social
phenomenon, not a physical feature of housing. A dwelling without sanitary facili-
ties, for example, can be said to be physically inadequate, regardless of who lives
there. However, whether a dwelling provides adequate space is dependent upon
how the dwelling is used - that is, how many people are living in it, the composi-
tion of the household, and how the rooms are used. For example, a house that
provides more than enough space for one person may not provide adequate
space for 20 people, but physically, the house is unchanged.

The only exception to this rule would be a very small dwelling — one with all basic
amenities, but too small for one person to lie down in. In this case, the dwelling would
qualify as physically inadequate due to spatial inadequacy. Here, spatial inadequacy
is a physical characteristic of the house - it does not matter who is living in it, the
amount of space will always be inadequate. Sahlin does not mention this scenario,
nor does it appear in ETHOS - likely because it is so implausible.

Putting this exception aside, spatial inadequacy is primarily a social phenomenon.
In crowded housing, residents do not have enough space because of the number
of other people in the dwelling. My position is that the physical domain should be
understood as pertaining to structural aspects of housing, such as sanitary facili-
ties, or the existence of a roof. This echoes the approach taken by the authors of
ETHOS (Edgar et al, 2004), as well as Statistics New Zealand (2009) and the
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2012). On this view, the combination missing from
Sahlin’s classification — social domain missing, physical and legal domains available
— is theoretically possible, and this is where household crowding should fit.
Residents of crowded houses have inadequate space by definition, and thus their
living situation fails to satisfy the “room for social interaction” (2012, p.231) criterion
of Sahlin’s social domain. Of course, crowded housing may also be physically
inadequate (e.g. lacking a functioning toilet), and residents may lack security of
tenure, but these are not features of crowded housing per se.
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This argument also explains why crowded houses did not appear in the classifica-
tion of homelessness proposed in the 2011 paper. The rule for inclusion in that
classification was that a living situation must be lacking in at least two of the three
domains. Crowded housing is only lacking in the social domain, thus residents of
crowded houses do not qualify as homeless.

Refining the Definition and Classification of Homelessness

The definition and classification of homelessness proposed in the 2011 paper
contained errors, which were usefully highlighted by Edgar, Sahlin, and Roman.
After carefully considering these faults, my revised position is that homelessness
should be defined as:

1. Living in severely inadequate housing (that is, housing that does not meet the
minimum adequacy standard, with the minimum adequacy standard defined as
satisfying two or more of the three core domains of housing adequacy); due to

2. Alack of access to minimally adequate housing.

The concept can also be described more succinctly as either ‘severe housing depri-
vation’ or ‘lack of access to minimally adequate housing’. There are no exceptions to
either of the two stated criteria. This means | no longer subscribe to Chamberlain and
MacKenzie’s (1992) notion of ‘culturally recognised exceptions’, which also features
in the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ (2012) definition of homelessness. A compre-
hensive discussion of this refined approach is outside the scope of this paper, but is
covered in a forthcoming doctoral thesis (Amore, forthcoming).

Conclusion

The 2011 paper examined ETHOS, arguably the most prominent definition and
classification of homelessness in recent years. The 2011 paper outlined a number
of conceptual criticisms, and Edgar’s, Sahlin’s, and Roman’s responses each
contributed to a valuable discussion about conceptualising homelessness. Some
instances of misinterpretation were evident in the responses, so this present paper
has attempted to clarify the arguments. Some of the responses speak to an idea
that ETHOS should not be held to the standards for conceptual definitions and
classifications, but no convincing argument for such an exemption has been made.

As for the concept of homelessness proposed in the 2011 paper, the three
responses highlighted two faulty arguments, which are remedied in this present
paper: the two broad conceptual criteria of homelessness should be joined by the
conjunction ‘due to’ rather than ‘and’; and these criteria should be applied consist-
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ently to all living situations, with no ‘culturally recognised exceptions’. The amend-
ments have been outlined here, but a comprehensive exposition of my approach
to defining and classifying homelessness will be published elsewhere (Amore,
forthcoming). This approach has been applied to produce national severe housing
deprivation statistics for New Zealand (Amore et al, 2013).

In her response, Sahlin proposed a new classification of ‘problematic housing
situations’, which was framed as a return of the basic ideas, or logos, of the
ETHOS concept. This classification deserves further consideration. It is important
to note that Sahlin’s approach dissolves the theoretical threshold between severe
housing deprivation (homelessness) and other types of housing deprivation,
which raises the question of whether there is any value in such a threshold.
Conceptualised as severe housing deprivation, | would argue that homelessness
is worth defining and measuring as a distinct concept, just like other concepts of
severe material deprivation. Sahlin’s framework also gives rise to more funda-
mental questions about ETHOS, such as: Why are there only three ‘domains of
home’? And why are these three domains social, legal, and physical? Why is cost,
for example, not considered a domain of home, when highly unaffordable housing
is widely regarded as inadequate?

Defining and measuring homelessness are fundamental issues in our field. New
and existing approaches should be appraised against established standards for
conceptual validity, and their various strengths and weaknesses compared and
discussed. If an internationally standardised measure of homelessness is to
become a reality (which is a worthy aim), we need to continue to work toward
identifying and applying the most valid concept of homelessness.
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How is Homelessness?

Michele Lancione

Cambridge University, U.K.

“What do we do now?

Viadimir: While waiting. Estragon: While waiting. [Silence] V: We could do our
exercises. E: Our movements. V: Our elevations. E: Our relaxations. V: Our elonga-
tions. E: Our relaxations. V: To warm us up. E: To calm us down. V: Off we go”

(Samuel Beckett, Waiting for Godot: A Tragicomedy in Two Acts, Act 2)

Framing Homelessness

In the last forty years there has been a proliferation of data and studies on what can
be called, in a Foucauldian way, the “economy of homelessness” — resulting in the
“knowledge of all the processes related to population in its larger sense” (Foucault,
2000, pp.216-217). Research has been undertaken on the most disparate topics,
ranging from the causes of homelessness, and gender differences amongst
homeless people, to very specific accounts on the housing stock, or, for instance,
the health and mental conditions of homeless and vagrant individuals. However,
despite the variety of topics and contributions, it is possible to recognise a
commonality in the approaches adopted in studying homelessness: Namely that
homeless people are often “framed” a-priori, hence prior to the investigation of this
or that aspect of their life. This framing takes place on at least two levels.

First, homeless people are framed by canonical definitions of who they are; “the
poor”; “the drunk”; “the addict”; “the dispossessed”; and so on. Second, they are
framed by means of rigid theoretical frameworks that, although supposedly
developed to enhance our understanding of the homeless phenomenon, often lead
to classifications, compartmentalisation, and reification — to analytical abstractions.
Studying a social phenomenon (like homelessness and vagrancy) on the basis of
these framings is problematic for at least three reasons. First, because it does not
allow one to take into consideration the nuances of the people framed in the defini-
tion. If, for instance, | take-for-granted that homeless people are “the poor”, and
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hence | also take-for-granted the bare notion of poverty, my study (and my ideas)
will be shaped by that basic pre-conception. If | start from a strict economical
understanding of poverty (like many institutions have done for decades) | won’t be
looking at the emotional dimensions of “the poor”, or at their wishes and desires.
Despite all my efforts and my ability to mix methodological approaches, | will never
be able to see the nuanced details that exceed and escape the definition of poverty
that | have relied upon. To frame and to define are, hence, interconnected — and not
neutral. They are an exercise of power, if you want: | decide what, | define who, and
| set apart all the things/events/materials that do not belong to that definition. This
is mostly unavoidable — what | can manage is the degree by which | choose to
define/frame something or someone.

Second, framings are not only problematic because they may obscure important
details, but because they stick in the social imaginary and they are hard to remove.
Vagrancy is connoted in negative terms because of the accumulation of discourses,
practices, and symbolic values that have strengthened a particular (stigmatising)
definition of this practice. Let’s open The Oxford Dictionary of English:

Vagrancy |'veigr(a)nsi|; noun [ mass noun ]; the state of living as a vagrant;
Homelessness: a descent into vagrancy and drug abuse.

Terms like “descent” and “drug abuse” are not neutral. They codify what vagrancy is
under a particularly negative light: You descent there (ascent: to heaven; descent: to
hell), and the given consequence is that you become a drug abuser. Social “realities”,
like homelessness and vagrancy, are always defined by means of symbolic values,
discourses and practices. But definitions, as a form of discourse, are in turn rein-
forcing the perception of that social reality. It is like a never-ending, relational, circle
where everything you do (and everything you say) has a consequence. To put it
simply, definitions and framings are not neutral and the way we talk about something
is, in the end, going to affect both the phenomenon and our understanding of it.

Third, these framings are relevant for reasons that encompass academic or social
debate; that’s because they are translated into the politics enacted to face/
combat/arrest/confront the phenomena in question. Urban policies on homeless-
ness and vagrancy are indeed written and enacted on the basis of academic
researches and the social imaginary. The consequence is that policies often
reflect the limit stated above: Being constructed around frames that reduce,
rather than unfold, complexity, they are not usually able to deal with the specificity
of each case. And this is the most positive instance — we all know the uncountable
occurrences in which policies have been implemented not to face the causes, and
the effects, of homelessness, but to eradicate homeless subjects themselves
(usually wiping them out of the inner city).
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Homeless People and the City

To sum up, traditionally homelessness and vagrancy have been studied and under-
stood starting from problematic framings and definitions, which have consequences
for the way policies are conceived and enacted. But how may it be possible to move
forward? If discourses, practices and symbolic values are the agents that make up
social research and imaginary, they should most obviously become our starting
point. However, changing them is not easy. Take for instance the fact that nowadays,
if we want to be politically correct, we use the terminology “waste collector”, instead
of the more prosaic “rubbish man”, to identify someone employed to collect and
remove refuse from the street. The change follows an increased attention paid to
avoiding detrimental terminologies when it comes to the identifications of particular
jobs, or groups of people, in order to reduce the social stigmatisation surrounding
them. Having said this, waste collection is still largely seen as low-skilled labour,
often regarded as the less appealing job that the market can offer. This is because
“waste collector” is not only a term, but it is first and foremost a set of poorly paid
practices that involve dealing with rubbish, getting dirty, inhaling terrible smells,
and so on, which all have a negative connotations to the vast majority of us. The
overall symbolic values attached to waste collection are therefore mostly negative,
like with homelessness and vagrancy. It seems, in the end, that we are back to
square one. Can we find a way to better understand these phenomena, in order to
re-imagine them and the policies attached to them?

A starting point may be stopping to question “what” homelessness, vagrancy, and
waste collection are — in a sense, stopping to look for a definition, for an explana-
tion, for a new terminology — and moving toward a different kind of question. Not
what, but how. Instead of re-naming, or better defining, what rubbish men (and
women) are, we should look at how they are: How they do what they do; how they
speak about what they do; how they think what they think; etc. Looking within their
practices, and the relations that they have with their own work, will throw a new light
also on what they are. That’s because we will be able to see things previously
unseen; to let people speak for themselves; and to acknowledge the role of factors
like emotions, or the rise of unexpected events, in the daily life of each individual.
The same is true with homeless and vagrant people. The thing that strikes me most
about canonical approaches to homelessness is their inability to really grasp, and
understand, the relationships that take place between homeless people and the
city. Urban homelessness, as well as vagrancy, is co-constituted with the urban
fabric; sidewalks; shelters; soup kitchens; public parks; markets; benches; trains;
buses; cafes; pubs; public policies; weather; schedules; dust; rust; syringes; lights;
fires; shit; empty boxes; trees; etc. This is so obvious it has almost been forgotten.
We are so focused on talking about what homelessness is, and how to “solve” it,
that we are missing an understanding of how homelessness is. There are, of course,
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excellent exceptions and the overall story is much more complex than the one just
sketched (see for example, Liebow, 1993; Snow and Anderson, 1993; Veness, 1993;
Ruddick, 1996; Desjarlais, 1997; Duneier, 1999; Bonadonna, 2005; Robinson, 2011).
However, lots can be said and done in this direction — in the direction of avoiding
the framings to get back to the raw core of the matter.

In what follows | want to give three examples taken from ethnographic research |
conducted in Turin, Italy (Lancione, 2011). The examples show the importance of
objects, codes and poetry in making up how homeless people are. Objects make
up everyone’s lives. They have agencies, in the sense that they have the ability of
changing the condition of something; they allow, interrupt, channel, mix, etc. A
traffic light allows you to cross, and makes you stop. A coat protects you from the
cold. A bench provides you with a place to sit, sleep, and make love. Objects have
been mostly forgotten — but they are central (Latour, 2005). The way they are
disposed, in a shelter, or a soup kitchen, and their own material quality, contribute
towards making a place what it is. Codes are diagrams that govern what you do —
not in a strict way, you can escape them and you do create codes too. A law is a
basic code. The way you feel that you have to behave, while queuing to access a
dropin centre, is a code. The discourse embedded in a service of care (for instance,
the religious discourse around “the poor”) is another powerful code (Lancione,
2014). They are dispersed in everyday practices, and they are relational (in the
sense that they relate with you, and you relate with them). Poetry is the fluid of life,
a fluid of emotions, of unexpected situations, of encounters with the other ('autre),
of power and affects.

More than being a specific thing, poetry is a way to looking at reality, of being ready
to accept what exceeds the ordinary and the established meaning (and course) of
things (in other words, it is all about non-representation)(Anderson and Harrison,
2010). In order to understand how homeless and vagrant people are, it is essential
to adopt poiesis — a free state of mind, ready to grasp the most extravagant capa-
bilities they may express. Objects, codes, and poetry are not separated: They come
and go together, assembling and de-assembling with the human subject (Guattari,
1995). The colloquial vignettes reported below, which introduce these non-static
concepts (Deleuze, 1994 [1968)]), are short and they do not intend to be exhaustive
(more can be said, see Lancione, 2013). They provide, however, an initial ground to
grasp the political relevance of approaching homelessness from a relational
perspective, taking into account human and non-human; diagrams and codes;
poetry, capabilities, and the unexpected — as well as possibly many other things
that I’'m not able (and | don’t want) to enumerate/classify/define.
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Objects

Turin, a cold rainy afternoon in November 2009

| am walking on a sidewalk with one of the first homeless people that I've met on the
streets. The sidewalk is tiny. I'm walking in front of him, without any particular direction
to follow. At one point, still walking, nobody around us, I feel him stopping behind me.
| stop too, turn in his direction and ask: “So, what’s going on?” “Look”, he replies.
Between us there is just an empty space, a small portion of sidewalk. “What should
| see? There is nothing here”, | say looking at him and pointing with my hand at the
ground. “You are crazy”, he answers. Then he bends down, puts something in his
pocket, and tells me: “Let’s go now”. | look again at the ground, seeing the same
empty space as before. We keep on walking without a precise destination.

Bl i

Source: Post-edited author’s photo taken in Turin

The city is full of things. They lie in the street, they beep, they go around driven or
not driven — who knows. You collect them and you fill your pockets. You drink from
them, and sometimes you shit under them. You select in a trashcan those which
are good and which are not. You assemble, de-assemble, mostly unconsciously. It
just happens. Some of them open doors — the shelter, the train, the soup kitchen’s
breakfast. Some others close doors; you are still the owner of a car that you don’t
possess anymore and boom, the social worker tells you that you are not allowed to
have your monthly subsidy. Things have the power of buying other things; to make
you not freeze; to make you sad, happy, stressed, angry. You barter: A pack of
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cigarettes for some money, a jacket for a mobile phone, and so on. You always
barter. Look at how you are dressed! Things make you. Your worn out jacket, your
all-holes skirt. Like as if you are carrying a cross, they stigmatize you.

Codes

Turin, someday, April 2010

I’'m a volunteer. | do good stuff for poor people and | mean it, the idea in itself is
good. The free distribution of food. | give butter, someone is approaching.

Homeless person: “Don’t you have any other butter?”
Me: “No, I'm sorry”

Homeless person: “That one is expired”

Me: “...”

Homeless person: [Looking at the butter] “...”

Me: “Do you still want one?”

Homeless person: [Still looking at the butter] “Yes”

Source: Author’s photo taken at the distribution of alimentary packages at the Sant’Antonio da Padova
Church in Turin.
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(Note that every single package is market with the label “Prodotto CE” — European
Community Product — and that the expiry date was removed from each container
- the scratches on the packages indicate the points where the indication was
stripped away. The butter was expired but distributed anyway, implying a certain
charitable discourse very common in approaching the “poor”: The poor as dispos-
sessed, and hence willing to accept anything given to him/her (Lancione, 2014)).

The city is full of codes. They are in things, they carry them. They shape space
and one’s self; they create the foundation for what you think you are and for what
people think of you. “Universal social welfarism”, the-same-kind-of-help for
everybody, it’s one kind of code. “Agape”, “Caritas”, and all the discourses
surrounding the way help is given are other kinds of code. They are discourses
on you, about you: A code is a device. After a while you learn how to play the
game. But the game plays you too. It makes you move from one Church to another.
It makes you accept out of date food. It tells you when you have to wake up, where
you are supposed to sleep, how and what you are supposed to eat. You would
like people to be more careful about what is important to you, but you don’t fit,
and the discourse doesn’t change. What do you do? We need to challenge the
codes. When codes are broken, a line of flight opens and you find another way of
doing things. Space moulds, time unfolds, and new things happen. But that’s not
easy. Codes rarely break alone; they need some kind of help. First, we need to
reveal them, and then we need to re-imagine them, re-align. You, homeless fellow,
taught me this: We need to be somehow poetic.

Poetry

It could be anywhere, anyhow, now

He brings me to the train station. We are in front of a traffic light now. He smells; |
do too. “It’s green” | say, “let’s cross”.

“Nope”, he replies. “Red is better”.

The cars stop, and he starts to beg.
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Source: Author’s photo representing Turin’s main train station.

The city is filled by poetry. Sometimes it’'s good, most of the time it’s cold, harsh,
and vicious. But you already know what I’'m talking about. Because you live on the
street. You merge with it. Poetry is what you don’t expect. It is the unknown that
emerges, on a daily basis. It’s the thing that lets you down when you are almost
there. It’s the thing that boosts you up when you are fucking done. It’s speed and
it’s asleep. It’s a joke, it’s light, it’s the manhole where the white rabbit is fighting
with rats (and you, among the latter). And the amazing thing is that you learn how
to deal with it. That you, maybe unconsciously, know all about poetry. You know
how to turn it to your advantage — not always, but most of time, yes-you-do. How
to smile in order to get alms: That’s a poetry-code-expressed through a smile, a
coin, a label stating, “l am hungry”. How to remember the entire bus schedules you
need to remember in order to get to the shelter in time. How to play, how to speak,
how to know when it’s time to shut up and run away. You know how to get cheap
alcohol, you organise for it. You receive a coat and you sell it on the black market.
You move and hide, and then come up with the brilliant idea that makes you passing
the night. Poetry is there, in the objects and the codes, and in being so entangled
with them you learn how to deal with it. Poetry is bad, poetry is death. It is not the
posh, bright, naive thing people think about. But it’s also hope, it’s how you cope
with things and how you reveal capabilities, in doing so, that nobody has noticed.
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Openings

The reader may say to me: “Objects, codes, poetry — it’s a lot of babble! But how
am | supposed to use this?” Well... you are not — or not strictly. Talking about
objects, codes, and poetry, is not a way of creating another theory of homeless-
ness, but a way of better tracing the numerous components that make up how
homelessness is. The aim is not to explain — to present one explanation, one model,
one logical path to follow — but to trace bits and pieces, and then eventually (and
provisionally) try to sew them together (Mol and Law, 1994). The outcome is not and
cannot be, once again, the solution, or the perfect policy. Rather, the outcome is a
set of propositions that can inspire both different ways of understanding homeless-
ness and vagrancy and less normative policies to deal with them. As a way of
concluding, and opening them up to your reflections, I'll highlight three of them.

First, we need to re-write the discourse surrounding homeless and vagrant people.
The exercise, for the reasons stated above, cannot be only terminological. In order
words “it is crucial to construct habits of seeing and being that restore an opposi-
tional value system affirming that one can live a life of dignity and integrity in the
midst of poverty” (Hooks, 1994: 170). Talking and listening with a very open mind
to homeless and vagrant people could be the first thing worth doing. Much can be
learned if we will let them talk about their life, through grassroots initiatives or public
debate initiated/hosted by local communities and councils.

Second, we need a politics of re-framing the service, germinating from and
extending the previous point. To begin with, we need to state the obvious: The
quality of the contexts in which homeless people have their relational encounters
matter. This quality, however, should be measured not from pre-assumed discur-
sive frameworks but from what we could call the politics-of-experience. And the
politics-of-experiencing homelessness derives from homeless people encounters
with the things and the codes at play in shelters, soup kitchens, drop-in centres
and so on. The agency of objects needs to be taken fully into consideration; from
the kind of food that gets distributed (which may make people feel abnormal and
dissociated); to the way counselling services are provided (are they redundant and,
therefore, stressful?); to the settings where services take place (are they respectful
of difference, in terms of culture, religion, and personal views?); and so on. The
micro-politics of the encounters between homeless people and the services is the
arena of challenge (Amin, 2012). Services providers should be open to new, eclectic,
ideas. A contamination is necessary: They need to open their doors to external
parties, which may help in re-envisioning services from the standpoints enumer-
ated in this text and beyond.
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Third, the main challenge that homelessness theory and practice will have to face
in the future is how to liberate the capacities and resources that homeless and
vagrant people do posses. If one observes their life at the street level these capaci-
ties become clear; they organise themselves (cognitive abilities); produce artefacts
and play (artistic abilities); make jokes and keep on living with very few means, and
through deep suffering (coping abilities). They, most of all, are able to turn the street
into different sets of opportunities that, although mostly in the informal economy,
need to be fully acknowledged. Liberation starts from those things, from the design
of low-level and bottom-up policies able to grasp the specificities of each indi-
vidual. | don’t know if homelessness can be ended. What | know is that it could be
turned around: Understanding it better will illuminate policies that we still need to
imagine, pathways that we could learn to walk differently.
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Introduction: Active Inclusion:
a Framework for Policy — and Services?

The Active Inclusion paradigm emerged on the European policy agenda in 2005
during the UK’s EU presidency, and has since then steadily established itself as a
point of reference for strategies against poverty and exclusion. The core idea is
simple: to be effective for those who are excluded from the labour market, such
strategies need to combine adequate income support with access to quality services
and inclusive labour markets (cf Council of the European Union, 2008; European
Commission, 2008; European Parliament, 2009; European Commission, 2013). This
is clearly a step forward from narrow approaches to activation that overlook the wider
context of social problems and are prone to fail because of their simplistic assump-
tions. It accepts that policy interventions can come in various forms, which need to
be properly aligned. Conceptually, the approach resembles the sociological debate
about distinct logics of social policy and intervention that can be categorized into
rights and regulation, income, ecological measures, and education (Loewenberg,
1977; Kaufmann, 2012). As obvious as the need to see these in perspective and in
their mutual interaction may seem, the holistic approach of the active inclusion
concept, however, is ambitious and challenging when it comes to implementation.
As policy delivery has typically been fragmented with monothematic programmes
running alongside each other in well fenced strongholds of competence and authority,
boundaries between organizations need to be overcome, partnerships and networks
developed. Furthermore, organizations and their staff have to change internally so
that they can cooperate rather than compete. These challenges to collaboration have
been discussed over past decades in governance and public management literature
(see, for example, Geddes, 2005, pp.8-14; Loffler, 2009, p.215). Whilst many pilot
programmes and experimental policy schemes have addressed these issues in
recent years, they have not yet triggered substantial progress in practice. The
European Commission recently stated:
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“Member States have reported little progress in providing an integrated compre-
hensive strategy for active inclusion. Almost all are planning partial implementa-
tion, but have difficulties or challenges with integrated provision of active
inclusion. These difficulties are often due to a lack of administrative capacity, or
to the vertical and horizontal coordination of the three pillars” (2013, p.8).

A severe manifestation of social exclusion — and a tricky challenge for social policy
that by its nature escapes single pillar approaches - is youth homelessness
(Quilgars et al, 2008). It is often a result of numerous social problems and chal-
lenges accumulating to create a crisis where a comprehensive response can
require elements as diverse as counselling and advice, housing, financial support,
assistance with health issues, and access to education or employment. Others
could be added, but these examples demonstrate the potentially large number of
organizations that may need to be involved. Hence, to address youth homelessness
the three strands of the active inclusion strategy need to be joined up, but access
to quality, co-ordinated services is likely to be particularly important.

In an action research project, we examined local strategies to support young people
with experience of homelessness or at risk of becoming homeless in four cities;
Bologna, Hamburg, Malmé and Newcastle. In the course of the project, titled “Local
Strategies for the Active Inclusion of Young People facing multiple disadvantages”
(known as Com.In) and funded by the European Commission’s PROGRESS
programme, social experiments were conducted that built on, and strengthened
further, governance arrangements that were already considered to be effective.
Instead of introducing completely new initiatives, the aim was to improve existing
practices by more sensitively “bending” these practices through small but significant
changes. A research objective was to find out if and how these changes could lead
to enhanced or new forms of collaboration between relevant agencies.

From a broader range of findings, we concentrate here on two challenges to inte-
grated agency responses that were particularly evident in the Newcastle and
Hamburg experiments. Firstly, with regard to clients, those with the greatest needs
— who face the greatest burden in managing their everyday lives — may get lost in
complex support structures. Secondly, with regard to service providers, there is a
need to set limits and boundaries to manage expectations and resources. These
challenges do not negate the potential gains of a holistic approach, but they draw
attention to the need for good design and governance of networks to avoid imple-
mentation failure and unintended paradoxical effects. What is described by policy-
makers rather simplistically as a “one-stop-shop” (European Commission, 2013, p.9)
will have to be sensitive to specificities of individual cases and circumstances.
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Setting the Scene: Strategies to Combat
Youth Homelessness in Newcastle and Hamburg

This is not the place to describe the specific welfare arrangements in the United
Kingdom and in Germany; it should be sufficient to refer to the respective liberal
and conservative-corporatist traditions to indicate the differences. In addition,
similarities can be inferred from the Third Way philosophy of former heads of state
Tony Blair and Gerhard Schroeder, who introduced workfare oriented welfare
reforms in the late 1990s and early 2000s, based on an expressed wish to strike a
balance between rights and responsibilities (Lewis, 2003). These reforms impacted
on strategies against homelessness; those who do not comply with conditions
linked to benefit take-up face sanctions, which may cause additional stress for
those who already have difficulties coping with labour market requirements.
Furthermore, young homeless people are at risk of falling into gaps between
services for children and adults. Services for young people are often provided in
an ambiguous space between the two distinct systems of youth and adult welfare
that have their own rules, institutions and resources and have developed distinct
networks of practice. Whilst young adults have begun to receive attention from
policy makers as a distinct group, legal age is still a key gatekeeper to rights,
services and resources. There is a group of young people who fail to make the
transition from childhood to adulthood and are at risk of experiencing exclusion.

Welfare arrangements to address homelessness
and youth homelessness in Hamburg

In Germany, a key point of reference for services for homeless people are articles
67-69 of the Social Security Code Ch.XIl. The German constitution states that
municipalities are responsible for providing services of general interest and most
cities have established a system for homelessness prevention. There are usually
central offices for coordinating the services, which are provided by non-govern-
mental organizations (NGOs) in the majority of cases. Key elements of the system
are the prevention of eviction and the provision of public housing, advice and
medical treatment.

The city of Hamburg coordinates the various elements of prevention and provision
through coordinating offices for housing need (“Bezirkliche Fachstelle fur
Wohnungsnotfélle”) (BFW) in each of its seven districts.! As ‘one stop shops’, these
offices act as an interface between the relevant departments (social services,
housing, public order); they also pool the available support in the case of emergency

7 Hamburg is, as Berlin and Bremen, a “city-state“, combining municipal and state level
(Bundesland) competences. Some municipal competences and tasks are delegated to the seven
districts (Bezirke) that have their own public administration (Bezirksverwaltung).
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housing and social assistance according to Art. 67 Social Security Code, Ch. XII.
The services are, however, not provided by the BFW itself but commissioned from
a range of welfare organizations.

A second element of Hamburg’s approach to preventing homelessness is a coop-
eration agreement between the city administration and twelve housing associa-
tions. The aim of this agreement is to save on expensive special shelters and to
provide an entry point to the mainstream housing market. The budget that could
be saved is given to these housing associations, so that a win-win situation is
achieved. The agreement is reviewed and renewed every second year.

The responsibility for the implementation of this agreement lies with the coordi-
nating offices for housing need. Their job is not only to help homeless people or
households find an apartment, but also to work pro-actively to prevent evictions.
To receive support, a certificate of urgency is needed, which is given to homeless
people living on the street or in a shelter by the BFW. On the basis of this certificate,
three levels of housing need are differentiated. There are a wide range of criteria
used to determine whether a homeless household is classified as without further
difficulties and able to solve upcoming problems independently (Level 1); with
social problems and debts, able to solve upcoming problems on their own but
needing financial safeguards for the tenancy (Level 2); or with social problems and
debts, unable to solve upcoming problems independently and needing extra
support from an NGO in addition to a financial safeguard for the tenancy (Level 3).

To tackle the specific challenges of youth homelessness, the German youth welfare
system was extended in 1990 and provides housing support services to young
people up to the age of 21 (Art. 41 Social Security Code, Ch. VIII; in extreme cases,
services are provided up to the age of 27), working in parallel with adult services.
In the city of Hamburg, a specific housing project for young male adults was estab-
lished in 2009 (19 bedspaces) and a second one (20 bedspaces) is planned. There
are also projects to help former residents of supported youth accommodation find
an apartment and to provide assistance in their first move into independent living.
In addition, young adults can also access accommodation offered under the
framework contract mentioned above.

Welfare arrangements to address homelessness
and youth homelessness in Newcastle

In the United Kingdom, since the passing of the 1977 Housing (Homeless Persons)
Act, local authorities have had responsibility for assessing people who approach
them as homeless and, in some circumstances, securing housing for them. A
further key policy development was the 2002 Homelessness Act which requires
local authorities to work strategically and in partnership with other agencies to
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prevent and tackle homelessness. In 2003, the introduction of the Supporting
People programme transferred money to local authorities to meet the housing
related support costs of homeless people and other groups. This money had previ-
ously been paid by central government directly to NGOs. The change enabled
authorities to commission housing and support services from NGOs and others in
line with their strategic aims.

Newcastle City Council has commissioned services from Supporting People funds
in order to meet the housing and related support needs of vulnerable people. For
example, it has created a homelessness prevention fund, which can assist with a
wide variety of needs such as providing furniture and paying transport costs to
re-connect people to their area of origin. It also funds several hundred bedspaces
of supported accommodation through the Supporting People programme. There
has been recognition in the United Kingdom that young adults can fall through a
gap in the provision of services, particularly in the area of homelessness. The 1977
Housing (Homeless Persons) Act identified certain groups of homeless people as
being ‘in priority need’ for housing and the Homelessness (Priority Need for
Accommodation) (England) Order 2002 added all 16- and 17-year-olds to this list:
an acknowledgement that provision for them had previously been inadequate. For
those young people who are ‘looked after’ by the local authority in place of their
own family (usually referred to as being ‘in care’), it has been recognised for some
time that there can be major difficulties at the point where they cease to be regarded
as a child and move towards independent living (at which point they begin to be
referred to as a care leaver). The Children (Leaving Care) Act 2000 introduced a
number of measures to strengthen the support provided to young people in this
period of transition. To ensure that there was no financial incentive for local authori-
ties to discharge them from care at an early age, 16- and 17-year-old care leavers
lost entitlement to almost all forms of state financial benefits — instead local authori-
ties were made responsible for meeting their financial needs from ring-fenced
funds. In addition, further responsibilities were created for local authorities towards
young people in their care up until they were 18: to provide them with (or maintain
them in) suitable accommodation, and to give other prescribed forms of support.
These new responsibilities meant that the subsequent change to the homelessness
legislation, placing 16- and 17-year-olds into the priority need category, did not
affect young people in care (although homeless care leavers aged 18-21 benefited
from being placed into the priority need category under the 2002 Amendment).
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Service Coordination in Practice: Acting Across
Organizational and Professional Boundaries

In addition to the risk (noted above) of falling between children’s and adults’
services, the large number of agencies that young homeless people are often
required to keep in touch with can create additional problems. Coordinating
services can prevent such difficulties. At policy level, frameworks can be aligned
to avoid gaps or contradictions. Commissioning bodies can promote coordination
between implementing organizations through respective contractual provisions.
Service providers can develop work flows that ensure transparency and adequate
information management. And finally, at street level, officers can proactively
promote informal cooperation with colleagues and the service user. Clearly, these
levels intertwine: It will be easier for a street worker to find adequate support if
housing and other services have the capacity to cooperate and if he/she can refer
to supportive legislation rather than being dependent on organizational goodwill.

There are numerous approaches to fostering collaboration at all these levels and
between them, whether formal (such as committees, boards, contracts and
protocols) or informal, systematic and spontaneous. In our research project, we
focused on two common models operating at implementation level: network
management and case management. Network management is about facilitating
communication between organizations, which often means “promoting the mutual
adjustment of the behaviour of actors with diverse objectives and ambitions with
regard to tackling problems within a given framework of interorganizational
relations” (Kickert and Koppenjan, 1999, p.44). It can include activating and
arranging interaction, but also conflict mediation and, if it is done in a strategic way,
“tinkering” with relations (ibid, p.46). Case management was originally developed
as a response to deinstitutionalization, community-orientation and personalization
of care services. Relevant services and resources are identified and coordinated
around a person who is handled as a “case”; central to this is a case worker,
working together with the person to develop an adequate and effective support
network. As a range of contacts and organizations will be involved, this includes
brokering and coordination between them.

Irrespective of the specific form of collaboration, a number of challenges have to
be tackled. These include the multiple management styles, work processes and
cultures of the organizations involved, blurred/unclear roles and relationships
(personal and professional) between actors, unclear responsibilities and “dilemmas
of multiple accountabilities”, and varied perceptions of what constitutes a problem
and what needs to be done (Williams 2012, p.70). The case management model is
applied by some of the NGOs in Hamburg that work with households who are
classified as level 3 (see above). The case manager coordinates services (and the
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respective providers) around the person (“case”) he/she works with to avoid
double-consulting and inappropriate services. Case management has been intro-
duced only recently in this area of work, where previous approaches tended to
produce rather fragmented and disorganized services. In the specific context we
reviewed, it is used when renting property from a housing provider and then sub-
letting it to a household through a temporary rent contract for one year. In addition
to the sublet, the case worker and the tenant develop together a support plan,
which includes all the targets that the tenant needs to achieve for a successful
tenancy. The conversion to a regular tenancy contract after 12 months depends on
the person fulfilling all the conditions of cooperation with the NGO, which are (for
example) making rental payments and coping with the tenancy conditions.

The case management focuses primarily on the participant’s ability to cope with living
independently, care for the apartment and have a stable financial situation to pay the
rent regularly. This focus is mirrored in the case management network, as illustrated
in Figure 1. It concentrates on the areas of employment, debt and housing. Areas that
are not (yet) involved include informal contacts, family or friends, culture, and other
activities that are only indirectly linked to managing the flat and finances.

Figure 1: Case Management Network?
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2 This diagram was kindly provided by Ines Moers, Hamburg.
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In Newcastle, a range of innovative tools for coordinating services to tackle housing
need among young adults have been developed by the local authority (Harding,
2004). There are examples of both case management and network management.
One example of case management is The Gateway; a common allocations system
to temporary, supported housing. Referrals to The Gateway can be made by a
range of agencies that may work with single homeless people such as probation,
mental health services and addiction services. On making a referral, the agency will
be asked to supply information about their client; this information is used by the
local authority to prioritise applicants. Supported housing providers are expected
to offer vacancies to those with the highest level of priority. Both case management
and network management are evident in the creation and implementation of a
‘Prevention from Evictions’ Protocol in the city. This protocol was created by
housing providers and other agencies who together decided the appropriate point
at which it was acceptable to make an eviction, and what support could be put in
place for a tenant whose actions placed her/him at risk of eviction. There is now
regular liaison between housing providers and the local authority’s homeless
section to discuss the cases of people who are at risk of eviction.

These examples of case and network management, together with specific forms of
support for young people, which are provided through a Young People’s Service,
have ensured that there are positive outcomes for young homeless people in
Newcastle in comparison to similar UK cities. However, a recent study in the North
East region (Harding et al, 2011) confirmed previous findings that care leavers are
over-represented in studies of homeless people and reflected concerns of policy
makers and professionals that this group often face difficulties in making the transi-
tion from children’s to adults’ services. In addition, a 2010 EUROCITIES review
expressed concern that Newcastle City Council’s largely effective homeless
services were not addressing the needs of some of the homeless people who faced
the most severe deprivation and exclusion. The action research project discussed
below focused on care leavers with the most problematic circumstances.

Testing the Limits: Challenges to Participation and
Cooperation at Personal and Organizational Levels

The experimentation that was undertaken in Hamburg and Newcastle, the nature
of which is discussed further below, faced difficulties linked both to the character-
istics of individuals and those of organizations. Considering first the individuals,
any social programme will inevitably find greater ease in meeting the needs of some
clients than others. For example, in the United Kingdom, the Labour governments
of 1997-2010 achieved early success in reducing the numbers sleeping rough
before adopting some punitive measures towards those more intransigent rough
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sleepers who did not respond to the initial attempts to encourage them to take
places in temporary accommodation (Cloke et al, 2010). The term multiple exclusion
homelessness (MEH) has come into use for those homeless people who seem to
face particularly entrenched difficulties (Dwyer and Somerville, 2011) and are most
difficult to engage with services.

The same pattern emerged in Hamburg and Newcastle, where the action research
project tried to expand and develop the service network. We found that improve-
ments were achieved for some participants, but not for all. Those who benefitted
more were the cases that were described by professionals as comparatively
unproblematic, with less complex needs and a more promising outlook from the
beginning. In Hamburg, the experimentation focused on the incorporation of
informal contacts and resources that go beyond basic needs (such as services
providing leisure activities) into the case management network. It found, however,
that young people with more serious problems derived little benefit from an
extended service network and new opportunities. In fact, one group of clients
already had enough resources and possibilities to find and maintain meaningful
activities on their own, and could find and approach agencies themselves, so had
no need for the extra services. However, of much greater concern were those for
whom the sheer struggle of securing the tenancy as well as their daily subsistence
left no room for any additional engagement related to culture, sports, or other
activities. They had barely any resources to manage their daily life due to problems
such as debt and mental health difficulties and the case manager had to concen-
trate on finding and providing support to meet these basic needs. The difficulties
were aggravated when potentially helpful services refused to get involved because
of the person’s problematic track record or previous experience with the service.

Two cases can illustrate this division: Person A had been co-operating positively with
services, keeping the conditions of her tenancy (appointments with the team, house
rules, rental payments, etc.) and accepting the help offered. She had begun a job-
training scheme, started to take care of her payments right away and contacted the
team about the changes. She developed a good and stable network of counselling,
family and friends and did not need the offers from additional services. Person B, in
contrast, had just moved into his apartment when the project started and was neither
able to keep to appointments with the case manager nor the conditions of his rental
contract in general. Even after several reminders he did not pay his rent and electricity
bills. This was due to financial sanctions from the Jobcentre, which were announced
after he missed several appointments there. In addition, the rental company continu-
ously received noise complaints from his neighbours. Even though the case manager
approached the Jobcentre, and asked family and friends for help to prevent the
sanctions, B declined almost all offers of support. These difficulties were aggravated
because the youth advice centre that was asked to help declined to work with him
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because he had had so many different options and supporting institutions in the past,
which had not proved effective. The problems with noise and his unwillingness to
take the help offered led to the cancellation of his rental contract. It was clear that he
was unable to cope with the requirements of daily life, meaning that managing a
tenancy was too big a challenge for him. Hence, the case manager needed to
concentrate on the housing situation, whilst additional daytime activities came
second in the experiment and were of less importance.

In Newcastle, the project encountered similar limitations. It looked for new ways to
bridge the work of housing and social services staff in respect of young people in
local authority care who were approaching the transition to independent housing. It
found that joint working across children’s and adults’ services proved highly effective
for some young people but not for the most chaotic, particularly those who had had
contact with the criminal justice system. This is also best reflected by two cases.

Person C was a young man who had been in the care system for many years and
had a history of failure in different housing situations, in part due to his behavioural
issues, emotional immaturity, and vulnerability. When his social worker began to
work with a member of staff of the homelessness section, there was an immediate
difference: the homelessness officer was able to negotiate more effectively with
housing providers and, on one occasion, ensured there was an investigation into
(false) allegations made about C’s behaviour. The social worker spoke about the
homelessness officer ‘fighting C’s corner’ and the ‘extra clout’ she brought to the
case. Her constant presence at case management meetings was invaluable.
Eventually the combined efforts of the social worker and the homelessness officer
led to C being diagnosed with autism (many had assumed that he had bipolar
disorder) and being found accommodation that was suitable for somebody with
this condition. At the time of the evaluation, C was receiving appropriate support in
this accommodation and his social worker felt more optimistic for his future, while
acknowledging that he would always need some kind of support to live indepen-
dently and had yet to develop many of the skills needed to do so.

There was a contrasting outcome in the case of Person D. He had been in care since
he was seven years old and his behaviour had been considered dangerous from an
early age: he had been in a detention centre for young offenders on a number of
occasions and had great difficulty functioning in the community. His social worker
began to work with a homelessness officer at the point where D (now a young adult)
was about to be released from a Young Offender’s Institution. The social worker
was concerned about the impact on D if he was to be placed in accommodation
with older adults, while the homelessness officer was concerned about his impact
on others if he was found a place in accommodation with other young people. So
the housing department paid for an emergency bed with Tyneside Foyer, a local
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supported housing provider with experience of accommodating young people who
are difficult to engage. Unfortunately, D visited the accommodation but never
moved in and was subsequently recalled to custody.

So the second type of problem that arose in both Hamburg and Newcastle was
difficulties with network and case management that arose from an organization’s
key purpose and modus operandi and its relationship to partners in the service
network. Collaboration in a network can cause confusion and mistrust if it is not
properly designed. Collaboration can also fail when a partner for whatever reason
is not sufficiently flexible to adjust to a more cooperative mode of working. Such
problems were experienced in Hamburg when the case manager working for an
NGO tested whether she could take on a more central role for five cases by
expanding the service network, as discussed above. In seeking to develop this role,
she sought to formalize some informal contacts. This attempt created a role conflict
— other organizations, as well as the clients, began to attribute a central role to the
NGO that it could not fulfil in the long run. In addition, it was seen by some as an
effort by the NGO to improve its position on the service market rather than as an
attempt to strengthen the network around a case. Furthermore, it contradicted the
well-elaborated concept of clearly defined monothematic experts in the case
management network. The conclusion reached in Hamburg was not that closer
coordination was unnecessary, but that other forms of coordination (committees,
protocols etc.) may be more appropriate because they avoid the differential posi-
tioning of one organization over others.

In Newcastle, a peer review team from Hamburg recommended the creation of a
panel system to support and monitor the transition of the most problematic young
people from care to independent housing. The panels were to take a competency
rather than age-based approach to managing the transition to independent living
for a small number of care leavers with complex needs. However, the panels proved
impossible to organise because housing and social services staff felt that attending
them would be too great a time commitment alongside their other statutory duties.
Instead of panels, a less time consuming method of cooperation was eventually
found. This involved adapting the care plan — a document that is legally required to
be created and updated from around the time of the young person’s sixteenth
birthday - to include a greater housing element. An assessment, made by the young
person and their social worker, was introduced to determine whether they should
be regarded as green, amber or red, with green representing the highest level of
readiness for independent living and red the lowest level. Funding has now been
re-allocated by Newcastle City Council and one of its partner organizations, and
additional resources obtained from a charitable source, in order to fund two workers
whose task will be exclusively to support those young people who are assessed as
‘red’ and need most help to make the transition from care to independent living. So
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a means has been found of supporting the most difficult young people through the
interface between adult and children’s services, and between housing and social
services, without increasing the heavy burden placed on staff by statutory require-
ments. The project finished before this approach could be evaluated, but profes-
sionals and young people alike spoke positively about its likely impact.

Discussion: Going Beyond Simplistic Ideas of Coordination

A starting point of the “active inclusion” concept is that one-dimensional approaches
will not suffice when people are experiencing multiple disadvantages. It is widely
accepted that to effectively tackle social exclusion, organizations that specialise in
one area - be it social services, housing or other — need to align their activities and
work together, not only at a strategic level, but also in the day to day relationships
of ‘street level’ workers. At a time when austerity measures mean that two elements
of the active inclusion paradigm - inclusive labour markets and adequate income
support — are under threat, there is a particularly acute need for the third element,
i.e. the provision of services, to be effective. The complex nature of youth home-
lessness, and the danger that young people will fall through gaps between services
for children and those for adults, mean that this is an area where it is particularly
important for agencies to understand the nature and importance of effective
collaborative working.

However, creating a “one-stop-shop” as proposed by the European Commission
is more complex than it may seem. A project or a system to support a young person
on his or her pathway to independent living — which may need to combine elements
as complex as strengthening self-awareness, building social competencies, and
eventually creating employability — is always embedded in the complex and broad
landscape of welfare provision, including social security and other services. In
addition, family, friends and other social contacts are important resources to be
acknowledged in a personalised approach to inclusion. While the complexity of the
task means that working across organizational boundaries is essential, this is not
yet common practice and is often difficult to achieve.

The examples from Hamburg and Newcastle demonstrate the difficulties of
providing effective, co-ordinated services when the circumstances of clients are
difficult and their problems complex. They also show that a lack of a clear mandate
or legitimation, and shortage of resources to meet other fundamental responsibili-
ties, can be barriers to creating effective networks. However, the projects also
highlighted the ability of small and large organizations to adapt in order to work
more collaboratively and effectively. In Hamburg, despite difficulties with the
process of creating a formally expanded case management network, informal
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contacts and exchange still offered the opportunity to provide greater support to
clients to access other services. In Newcastle, the barriers created by the respon-
sibilities of individual parts of the local authority were being overcome by positive
relationships and an innovative method of ‘bending’ routines to create more
effective co-operation.

In both cases, personal commitment and creativity by individual officers who went
beyond the core remits of their job descriptions to explore new ways of working drove
the search for better services. Their enthusiasm and impetus were matched by flex-
ibility on the part of framework setters so that change could be triggered and active
inclusion promoted. So these experiments suggest that commitment of staff, and
responsiveness to change on the part of organizations, are two key factors that are
required to produce effective, co-ordinated services that can prevent and tackle
social exclusion. Hence, to avoid implementation failure, any active inclusion strategy
and framework must include designing services and developing networks in a
manner that promotes and supports such creative and flexible methods of working.
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Introduction

This paper conceptualises homelessness as a multidimensional phenomenon
characterized by: The absence of adequate and or secure housing, following the
ETHOS definition (Busch-Geertsema et al, 2010); exclusion from the labour market;
and difficulties in accessing, and/or stigmatization, in relation to accessing social
services, and exclusion from the community or reciprocal relationships, including
family and other social networks (Hutchinson, 2002, p.172; Mandi¢, 2004). Both
individual and structural factors, and their dynamic interaction are relevant to
understanding the causes of homelessness (Avramov, 1997 p.80; Marpsat, 2005).
Depending on individual variations, or variations during a person’s life cycle, and
on structural risks, homelessness is thus understood as a differentiated process in
terms of the routes into homelessness and the exit patterns in different population
groups (especially by age, sex, ethnicity, etc.), and the duration of homelessness
(temporary, cyclical - recurring, and chronic) (Culhane and Metraux, 2008).

This paper aims to illustrate the basic features of homeless people in Serbia, the
different routes into, and possible exit routes out of homelessness, with particular
attention paid to the role of housing. The analysis is primarily informed by research
conducted in the shelters for adult and elderly people in the three biggest cities in
Serbia (Belgrade, Novi Sad and Nis) in late 2011 and early 2012. Therefore, the
research data are restricted to homeless people in temporary accommodation. The
three key analytical questions are: Firstly, what is the relevance of housing exclusion
to the routes of entry into the shelter; second, what are the other most common
reasons for their entry; and third, to what extent is social housing perceived as a
route out of the shelter, alone or in combination with other services. In order to
clarify relevant structural characteristics of the Serbian society, a brief contextual
analysis is presented next. This is followed by details of the research methodology
employed and empirical data analysis. In the concluding part, empirical findings
are summarized and discussed.

Social and Housing Context of Homelessness in Serbia

Serbia only entered the first phase of institutional transition towards a market
society after 2000, and this transition has been slowed down by the global economic
crisis. Huge social costs, related not only to economic restructuring but also to
economic stagnation, have significantly increased the risk of homelessness,
particularly in the context of the almost complete withdrawal of the state from
housing provision. High unemployment rates, job insecurity and decreasing
income, have left considerable sections of the population facing severe housing
affordability problems. In the following sections, the key structural aspects
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important for understanding homelessness as an outcome of social and housing
exclusion in Serbia are briefly outlined. This section also provides information about
how the legal framework regulates access to housing, as well as how the system
of social protection operates.

Housing and social exclusion

In recent history, the concept of social housing for those with low income and socially
vulnerable was largely disregarded in Serbia. During the socialist period, the issues
of poverty, poor housing, and homelessness were largely ignored and the housing
system did not manage to provide public housing for all households who required it
due to limited economic resources and low efficiency. Consequently, the lower
income groups were left to find individual solutions and relied on either building or
renting self-built, often illegal dwellings. Therefore, illegal construction emerged as
an unofficial social housing policy, tolerated as inevitable side effect of the failure of
the official housing system (Petrovi¢, 2001; 2004). After 2000, housing policy has
been slowly emerging at political agenda, but legislation governing the sphere of
social support in housing or social housing development is lagging behind. As a result
of housing privatization, Serbia has become a country of homeowners. According to
the census data for 2002, 83 percent of households were homeowners, only 2
percent rent publicly owned flats (down from 23 percent in 1991), some 4 percent rent
privately owned flats, with nearly 6 percent of households sharing flats with their
relatives. There is no regulation of rents in the private rental sector, resulting in a an
affordability problem in rental housing, particularly as almost 50 percent of not privat-
ized public rental housing are occupied by tenants who enjoy a permanent right to
use the flats without any eligibility testing or other beneficiary criteria, which means
that these flats are almost inaccessible to new households.

Some estimates state that almost 20 percent of the housing stock (500000 flats) were
built illegally, nearly half of which were constructed after 1990 (Petrovi¢, 2004; ECE
2006). It might be argued that widespread illegal housing and high institutional
tolerance towards it has lessened the amount of homelessness in both living rough
and inadequate (and even insecure) housing, except in cases of extremely marginal-
ized groups. The risk of housing and social exclusion is highest in cases of illegal
construction that does not meet legal requirements because the houses were built
with inadequate materials and/or on public land not envisaged for housing.
Furthermore, of the 593 registered Roma settlements in Serbia (with roughly 250000
inhabitants) 34.6 percent are partly and 35.5 percent are completely illegal, while 43
percent are slums (Jaksi¢ and Basi¢, 2005, p.32). Due to social exclusion, Roma in
Serbia often live in segregated neighbourhoods — settlements, mainly on the outskirts
of cities — with inadequate infrastructure and substandard living conditions in general.
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In addition to the Roma, refugees are a further vulnerable group in need of social
support in housing. Since the wars in the 1990s, the Republic of Serbia is a country
with the largest population of refugees and internally displaced persons in Europe,
and one of the countries that hosts persons with the lengthiest refugee status in
the world. In 2012 there were 66408 persons with refugee status and 210148
displaced persons from Kosovo (Commissariat for Refugees, 2012). They have a
particularly high unemployment rate and housing difficulties (Group 484, 2009). In
addition, it is estimated that more than two-thirds of the refugees who have acquired
citizenship are without secure housing, and a proportion of them, despite the
decisions to close the collective centres, still live in 42 unofficial centres (Cveji¢ and
Babovi¢, 2008)." The refugee population in Serbia face particular housing difficul-
ties as 61 percent live in the unregulated private sector or with friends/relatives;
while 70 percent of those who own the houses/flats live in semi-constructed
housing (the construction process has not been finished). Also, the majority of
refugees are still having trouble accessing their housing property/rights in their
countries of origin (either because their housing was destroyed in war, or because
they are denied access or the right to buy/privatise their flats, under the same
conditions as the majority of the population in their countries of origin).

With enduring economic hardships, housing affordability became an increasing
problem for the general population, particularly of newly formed, middle or low-
income households. Since the 1990s, the average housing price to income ratio
has been constantly high, exceeding 15 for newly built flats, and 11 in the second
hand housing market, while rent (median for private rental sector) to income? ratio
exceeds 0.5 in big cities. Due to the rise in utility costs and housing mortgages, 6.6
percent households face housing expenditures that exceed 50 percent of their
income, which is the case for one in every three households in the two lowest
income deciles (RSO, 2010). According to the Household Budget Survey in 2007,
17 percent of households were in arrears in paying housing costs (RSO, 2007).

This widespread household poverty is independent of tenure status. Although the
majority of poor people are homeowners, the size and quality of their flats is lower
than average, and they lack the funds for housing maintenance. In 2007, in compar-
ison to households above the poverty line, poor households lived more often in
spaces not suitable for housing, and in housing built before 1970 with poor sanita-
tion facilities (RSO, 2007).

7 According to the Commissariat for Refugees, there is an urgent need to provide housing for
11500 most vulnerable refugee families in collective centers and private accommodation.

2 Income is taken as average for the population in general. The calculation is based on the
assumption that the ‘grey’ economy increases the average household income for 30 percent.
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The poor housing conditions coincide with other dimensions of material deprivation
as 80 percent of households with income insufficient for basic food and/or elemen-
tary clothing lived in very poor housing conditions, in comparison to 10 percent of all
households (Government of The Republic of Serbia (GRS), 2009). The actual situation
is even worse bearing in mind that Household Consumption Survey data does not
include Roma and others living in illegal settlements, homeless people and those
residing in collective centres. Renting is rare option for poor people, as both sectors
(public and private), are inaccessible to them. Due to high segmentation of private
rental market, there is a higher than average share of renters within the middle and
highest deciles and the smallest share among deciles with lowest income (GRS,
2009). Since 2010, there is a downward trend in the share of private rentals among
lower income households, which reflects their higher risk of homelessness, either in
manifest or latent (living with relatives in overcrowding conditions) form.

Because of housing affordability problems, a widespread strategy for young and/or
divorced lower income people is to live with their extended families. Thus, according
to census data (2002), 20.5 percent of households are composed of extended
families, while 30 percent of one-parent families live in extended families (Petrovic,
2009). Such strategies generally reduce the risks of homelessness, but contribute to
the overcrowding in flats that are generally modest in size in cities. Consequently,
over 15 per cent of the housing stock (380000 flats) is overcrowded i.e. there is less
than 10 sg. m space per person, which also might be considered as a hidden form
of homelessness, particularly when it is combined with inadequate infrastructure.

Finally, Serbian society is among the oldest in the Europe, which usually means an
increased demand for social housing or social support, as aged persons have fewer
resources and increasing need for social care within the context of shrinking house-
holds’ size linked to ‘patchwork’ families of modern societies. Although slower
family transformation hides these problems in Serbia, one in every three non-family
households consist of aged persons living alone.

Residual regulation and social protection
for people at risk of homelessness

Serbia’s candidate status for accession to the EU obliged it to align its strategic
goals with the Europe 2020 Strategy. Currently, there is no reliable data on the
number of homeless people in Serbia. As illustrated in the previous section, this is
largely due to the existing methodology of collecting data on households and other
statistical records. In 2011, for the first time, the Census included shelters within
the category of collective housing unit, thus enabling coverage of the shelter users
as well, although no separate data about them are available. The criteria of minimum
“adequate standards” in housing are not clearly defined, which considerably
narrows the definition of homelessness by excluding many groups that live in inad-
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equate and insecure housing. The terms “primary” homeless (those living rough)
and “secondary homeless” (those who live in spaces inhabited out of necessity,
such as sheds, basements, cars, etc.) are often used, and attests to the narrow
understanding of homelessness. Those living rough are often arrested for
“vagrancy” related offences, pr