the FUTURE OF THE social rented sector and social sustainability

The contraction of social housing as a tenure sector and its increasing occupation by economically inactive and poor households has proved to be one of the most striking and significant socio-economic trends of the last quarter-century. 

The stock of social rented units in England fell by approximately 1,650,000 dwellings between 1980 and 2007
; the share of  the total dwelling stock taken by the tenure fell from just over 30 per cent  to 18 per cent. Although the annual flow of new social lettings dropped less steeply - from around 270,000 in the late seventies to around 200,000 by 2007-08 - the overall availability of social rental housing opportunities has shrunk relative to rising household numbers
.
A key landmark was the 1980 Housing Act, which provided for secure tenants to buy the homes they occupied at a significant discount, a statutory right that then was exercised mainly by higher income tenants often living in the most desirable houses or flats within the then existing local authority stock. An even earlier one was the 1977 (Housing Homelessness) Persons Act. It introduced a requirement for local authorities to provide permanent housing to those households meeting its definition of homelessness and priority need. Subsequently the proportion of new social housing lettings allocated to households statutorily defined as homeless rose from around 10 per cent in the late seventies to around 30 per cent recently, with the figure peaking close to 50 per cent in the early nineties
. 
Diminishing supply opportunities required social housing providers to target them to households meeting defined need-based criteria.  To all intents and purposes the combined result curtailed access to the social rented tenure to those low-to-middle-income households possessing existing or contingent housing circumstances that did not make them statutorily homeless, or could not otherwise demonstrate a contingent housing need pressing or sufficient enough to bump them up the waiting list. The declining quality of the sector, as system-built flats and maisonettes located on estates where problems of crime and vandalism were worsening became progressively the predominant offer, meant that the tenure in any case was an increasingly unattractive option to households whose financial circumstances allowed them to choose home ownership as a long-term tenure choice, even if it had to be preceded by a spell in the private rented sector or continuing occupation of the parental home. 
Social housing became, in effect, the tenure of last resort increasingly inhabited by economically inactive, benefit dependent, and poor households, with lone parents, and certain ethnic minorities over-represented within the tenure
. That process was termed back, as far back as the early eighties as one of residualisation. 

In concrete outcome terms, 45 per cent of social renters received reported incomes of less than £10,000 per annum during 2006-2007; when only 4per cent of those buying with a mortgage did so. Conversely, 64per cent of mortgagee households reported incomes above £30,000; compared to seven per cent of social renters. The reported median income of the household reference person and their partner (if applicable) for households buying with a mortgage was £35,500 compared to £10,400 in the social rented sector
. 61per cent of households in the social rented sector received housing benefit that year.  Table 1.12: Gross annual income of HRP (and partner) by tenure, England, 2006/
Put in time series context, in 1979 20 per cent of richest decile (tenth) of the income distribution lived in social housing, but by 2006 70 per cent of social housing tenants were located in the poorest two quintiles (fifth) of the income distribution
. 
At first glance, the residualisation process could be interpreted as a combined product of legislative and housing policy change; but, as ever, such shifts tend to reflect also deeper underlying societal changes. The contraction of the social sector and its increasing occupation by disadvantaged households reflects, but has also been a contributory factor to, a wider and longer-term transformation of the UK social structure.  This, in England particularly, has been marked by the near-disappearance of a predominately indigenous ‘traditional’ working class, mainly populated by nuclear families, headed by a male head of household usually employed in a manual occupation
. These families, in the early post-war period, predominately lived in private rented accommodation as did a smaller lower-middle class, but they increasingly accessed high quality council housing offers to accommodation provided with modern facilities, as both Labour and Conservative governments progressed  large public building programmes that were marked by building of houses and mainly low rise flats constructed often, although not universally so, to high standard design and build specifications.  Once settled into the tenure many such households possessed an expectation that their children, when they themselves were of an age to marry and live independently, would also make their home in the tenure, close to parents and other relatives.  

But even while housing policy still promoted the general provision of housing by local authorities, the traditional working class was beginning to be disappear as the economy began to de-industralise and society became more individualistic as young people set up home prior to marriage, sometimes co-habiting, and single parenthood became more common. It was progressively replaced by two large groups. At one end by an enlarged and more ethnically and socially ‘aspirational’ lower-to-middle class usually living in owner-occupied housing, with one or more of its members employed in the public sector and service industries, with their children, if not moving direct into owner-occupation from home, spending a spell before parenthood in the private rented sector. And, on the other, by an even more ethnically diverse segment of society whose members were disproportionately prone to economic inactivity and poverty. Social housing is now predominately occupied by this last group. 
So at a wider socio-economic level, the ‘embourgeoisment’ of the traditional working class predated the contraction and the process of residualisation of the social housing sector: the majority of households obtained their housing through the market pre-Thatcher.  And, as Table 1 shows that the expansion of owner occupation  substantively took place during the 1950-90 period, with the counterpart of that growth largely being a corresponding contraction of the private rented stock during the same period.
Since 1990 levels of owner-occupation have stabilised at around 70 per cent of total household numbers, notwithstanding continuing government efforts to further promote the tenure, while the private rented sector, deregulated by the 1988 Housing Act, has expanded slowly from a low base. The relative expansion of the that sector has been mainly driven by individual buy-to-let landlords, with little institutional or corporate investment in the tenure, however. 
   Table 1:   Trends in tenure, England, 1953-2007, by percentage of total                                                                                                                                                
	
	Owner-occupied
	Social rented
	Private rented

	1953
	32
	18
	50

	1961
	43
	23


	34

	1971
	51
	29


	20

	1981
	57
	32
	11

	1991
	68
	23
	9

	2001
	70
	20
	10

	2007
	70
	18
	13


Table 1.1, 2006-2007 Survey of English Housing, CLG, September 2008. 
Another key and overarching influence on social change was that post-1980, the previous post-war trend towards greater equality reversed: the gap between those at the top and bottom of the income distribution now widened appreciably; a product of structural change in the economy that reduced the availability of relatively well paid manual jobs, of the associated ending of full employment, of public taxation and benefit policy, and of ballooning rewards for higher paid workers in the booming financial and some other service sectors. New Labour since 1997, as did John Major’s government to a degree, attempted to ameliorate the impacts of greater inequality on poverty through tax and benefit policy (such as tax credits for working parents), but accepted the trend towards growing inequality of market-distributed income as something that public policy could and should not attempt to alter.

The residualisation process of the social housing sector did, however, hasten and sharpen a new divide between an emerging majority ‘aspirational’ lower-to-middle middle class, invariably living in owner-occupied housing and those reliant on social housing and disproportionately prone to economic inactivity and poverty. That divide is evidenced by the time series data of the proportion of working age tenants in the social housing sector whom are economically inactive, reported in Table 2.  

Table 2:   Economic activity of social renters, England, 1981-2008                                                                                                                                               
	
	Working
	Unemployed
	Retired
	Other inactive

	1981
	47
	8
	29
	16

	1991
	30
	10
	40
	20

	2004
	31
	5
	33
	30

	2008
	33
	6
	31
	29


Source: Table 803, Communities and Local Government Housing Statistics, based on Office of National Statistics (ONC) Labour Force Survey.  

Quite fundamentally, 66 per cent of social tenants ( ‘household reference person’ surveyed) were not in work in 2008, with 35  per cent inactive due to unemployment, disability, or for other reason, save for retirement. In the same year 9 per cent of those buying with a mortgage were working
. Over time the position has clearly worsened: in 1981, nearly 50 per cent of household heads renting from a social landlord were working; by 1991, this figure had fallen to 30 per cent. The position is only marginally improved when all household members are taken in account: in 2008, 61 per cent of social rented households had no-one in employment compared to five per of those buying with a mortgage, and 27per per cent of private rented sector households
. 
Social housing developments and their tenants are also concentrated in the most deprived areas, with nearly a half of all social housing located in the most deprived fifth of all neighbourhoods. This geographical trend has worsened over the past decade in step with the tendency for social housing tenants to be economically inactive and poor. Social housing tenants therefore tend to be both poor and economically inactive as a group and tend to be concentrated in deprived areas with limited job opportunities. The consequences are profound: spatial concentrations of social housing in the UK context are now connected (although by no means the only or even the primary cause of) to the economic and social segregation of communities on class, race, and gender lines. These are the facts: they should always constitute the centre of any evidence-based discussion of the relationship between social housing, wider social-economic outcomes, and particular public policies. 

1
Why does the social rented sector not work? 

Three main explanations have been advanced to explain the increasing propensity of social tenants and their household members to be economically inactive and benefit-dependent: the characteristics and effect of living in the tenure itself, the socio-economic characteristics of the tenants themselves, and the wider impact of societal trends and influences, namely increased inequality and structural changes in the labour market. 

Neo-liberal commentators tend to emphasise a causal connection between tenure and economic status, suggesting that social tenancy reinforces welfare dependency and thus recorded inactivity and disadvantage. But concluding that being a social housing tenant causes economic inactivity and poverty, however, is as unsafe as similarly drawing the conclusion that becoming pregnant before marriage, particularly when still a teenager, or leaving school early, actually causes unemployment and poverty, rather than being a reflection of wider and deeper individual characteristics, socio-economic tendencies, circumstances, and constraints, including those derived from structurally-based inequalities 
. 
Instructively, a 2007 Communities and Local Government-commissioned review of social housing, by John Hills, a London School of Economics professor (the ‘Hills Report’), was careful to term the relationship between economic inactivity and social housing tenancy as one of association rather than one of causal relationship
. He went on to catalogue some possible explanations underpinning this association, starting with the possible tendency of need-based entry eligibility criteria to target those with the greatest needs linked to disadvantage within the labour market. Hills noted that the screening processes adopted by mortgage lenders itself tend to act as a barrier to entry to owner occupation for those potential households that present characteristics deemed by them less conducive to sustained participation in the labour market – at least consistent with the securing of a stable income level  sufficient to service a mortgage. In other words, residualisation involves an element of adverse self-selection in the sense that the entry conditions attached to the  tenure  tend to ‘allow-in’ and attract those with  the most risk of being economically inactive, while, in the case of owner occupation, and, to a lesser extent, private renting, the reverse tends to be the case
. Then he went on to identify other factors, including:

· Particular fears about loss of benefits when moving into work;

· The location of social housing and ‘neighbourhood’ effects, linked to its concentration in deprived areas;

· Possible fostering of ‘dependency’ effects linked to social housing being viewed as a component of welfare provision rather than a market choice: that is social tenants perceive themselves as recipients rather than consumers of housing,  given that those in receipt of housing benefit it is a ‘free’ or subsidised good, and that this influences their subsequent attitudes and behaviour; 

· The security of tenure and subsidised rent benefits of social housing can discourage mobility, given that fewer social housing tenants move for job-related reasons, compared to members of other tenures.

Some of these, to varying degrees, however, do appear endogenous or intrinsic to the tenure itself, seemingly supporting the assertions of who argue that social housing is more of a cause of than a possible route out of poverty and social disadvantage. And, John Hills himself recognised that while the disproportionate tendency for social housing tenants to be economically inactive can be explained in part due to possession of personal characteristics linked to labour market disadvantage, namely, low qualifications, age over 50, disability and other constraints to paid employment, even when the impact of these negative attributes are controlled against people with similar attributes in other tenures, social tenants are still more likely to be without a job.

Moreover one of the most comprehensive studies of social housing tenants ever undertaken (the Lupton study), reported in 2009 that for people born in 1958, and more so for the cohort born in 1970, living in social housing as a child was associated with adverse outcomes in later adulthood, measured by some of the education, employment, health and general well being indicators applied by the study, and that association could not be wholly explained by  family background or the early childhood characteristics of the children, as these were taken into account (controlled) by the study
.   Even more worringly, Lupton also found that this adverse link between living in the tenure and later adult outcomes has become progressively stronger since 1946 and for today’s children was worse than for any other post war generation; put starkly, the prospects for a child born and bred in today’s social estates tend to the bleak. Neither, similar to the Hills study, was any evidence found of social housing counteracting earlier disadvantage with positive ‘value added’ effects  on adult outcomes. 
Certainly any countervailing positive impact of sub-market rent levels in the social rented sector on economic participation levels is difficult to discern, at least in outcome terms. Hence, on the face of it social housing has little or no beneficial effect on individual and societal outcomes save for putting a roof over the head of households who otherwise might be otherwise homeless or forced in live accommodation with unsatisfactory physical conditions without security of tenure. 
Yet, research by the Department of Works and Pensions (DWP) – applying the methodology of structured interviews with social housing tenant respondents – found that the specific characteristics of the sector, such as sub-economic rents and security of tenure, were perceived by tenants as providing ‘a position of stability and confidence from which people could think about entering work’ and, as such, ‘did not act as a tenure-specific barrier to employment’
.  It also reported that the respondents within its research sample tended to face multiple disadvantages that were often severe in nature and sometimes hidden from view (for example, problems with drug or alcohol or a criminal record that people kept hidden from service providers, or possessed an undiagnosed physical or mental health problem that they reported to be impacting on functional well-being). If the DWP sample was representative that research finding rather suggests that the disproportionate tendency of social housing tenants to be economically inactive could be explained by their personal characteristics. 
The processes are certainly far from clear
. Given that social sector rents are lower than private sector ones and that hence the combined poverty trap impact of reduced or loss of housing benefit with higher tax and national insurance contributions that follow the securing of work, is lower in the social sector compared to the private rented sector, that a greater fear of losing benefits exists in the social sector, is indeed puzzling, although again positive screening and selection of tenants by private landlords of their tenants could be a factor behind this, as could past experience of living in temporary accommodation and relying on benefits to pay very high rents (over £200 pw) - a dependency effect, as could the possession of the multiple and unreported problems that the DWP research reported as above. 
The fact that the available jobs that are potentially available to people possessed with few or no qualifications are likely to be so low paid that they do not compensate sufficiently for other work-related costs, such as child care and travel, provides another strong reason for labour market inactivity. Living in an area with few job opportunities clearly also reduces work prospects; the wider macro-economic structural trend for the demand for unskilled labour to decline as a result, amongst other things of both globalisation and technological change, a trend magnified in areas that are economically stagnant, will also have a disproportionate impact on social sector tenants, particularly where social housing is concentrated in such areas, as often, but not always, it is. That undeniably constitutes a key connection given the trend over the past decade for social housing and their tenants to be further concentrated in relatively deprived neighbourhoods where economic opportunities in the formal sector are limited, reflecting the fact that most new social housing is built in neighbourhoods where the social stock is already predominant 
. In other words instead of following the jobs, social housing developments often gravitate towards areas in decline. 
Neighbourhood effects linked to living in some estates, such as the high incidence of joblessness prevalent in young age groups, are likely to reinforce expectations that are not conducive to effective job searching. Unfortunately estate sub-cultures and peer group pressures, as well as local opportunities, may also encourage some to select criminal activity, such as drug dealing, as a means to secure a target income. Being surrounded by disadvantaged households is unlikely to encourage effort in the conventional ‘aspirational’ sense. It is also possible that some employers may discriminate against those seeking jobs that live in a location that have a poor reputation or stigma locally. More positively, access to the black economy may also mean that the economic activity of social sector tenants could be understated; in addition most measures of reported incomes do not take account of incomes of household members other than the tenant or their partner
.  
Social housing tenants suffer also from other neighbourhood-based problems that can be linked to their tenure. Those living in flatted estates can suffer disproportionately from  problems connected with drug dealing and drug use, with one fifth reporting that as a serious problem; a similar proportion report a fear of crime as a serious problem to the extent that they feel unsafe even going out in daylight or even inside at home.  
The built environment of many social housing estates is also not conducive to the harnessing of individual or group protection, pride, or ‘ownership’ of their   communal areas in terms of ‘defensible space’
. Particularly in the inner cities and some peripheral estates walkways and lifts can be subject to vandalism and public areas can be prone to colonisation by congregating youth, in a way that is inimical to community safety and to the needs of families with children.

Social housing estates can also suffer generally from inadequate and poor public service delivery compared to suburbs that are more leafy and higher status. In particular local neighbourhood schools are often characterised by low expectations and attainment levels and a high incidence of truanting, exclusion, and other social problems. But some predominately owner-occupied and private rented areas are as socially disadvantaged as those where social housing constitutes the primary tenure: inner city areas with high concentrated proportions of ethnic minorities, and some coastal town neighbourhoods, provide examples, while unemployment is most concentrated in the older industrial, northern, and midlands areas
. 
Opportunity, both negative and positive, and its sibling, individual expectations, are clearly related to both locality and tenure, but disentangling the particular impacts of each is problematic. It may be predicted that a neighbourhood dominated by social housing is more likely to be associated with poorly performing schools (if measured solely by examination success) than a predominately owner-occupied, simply due to the disadvantaged socio-economic profile of the social tenanted neighborhood: the public examination record of schools is largely a function of the socio-economic profile of the parents of their pupil intake.  Parents with higher incomes who attach high importance to their children’s educational attainment tend to migrate to or remain in neighbourhoods within the local catchment areas of schools that post good examination performance records and enjoy a good reputation in terms of pupil behaviour and ‘school culture or ethos’; house prices within such neighbourhoods often attract a premium for that reason, which tends to reinforce the effect. 
Is then changing the social composition of a neighbourhood, including its tenure balance, a possible way forward? In response, some commentators have pointed to a paucity of evidence that actually moving poor and disadvantaged households from poor to more affluent neighbourhoods actually results in any significant long-term change in desired socio-economic outcomes. Many of the studies that support such arguments are, however, American-based: their findings may not to be translatable to the UK institutional position with its different housing and social security systems. And they fail to recognize the specific negative impacts that neighbourhood, such as negative peer group pressures, may have on the ability of social housing tenants and their children to participate in the labour market, all other things being equal. Focusing on neighbourhood characteristics and changing those characteristics by making them more mixed in socio-economic terms, some would also argue, is simply treating a symptom of the fundamental problem: inequality leads to poverty, and the real issue that needs to be tackled is ‘what makes people poor, and what keeps them poor, not the type of neighbourhoods that they live in’
. 
Certainly, as the social housing sector has contracted it has become increasingly occupied by households in the lower income deciles while households in the lower deciles became relatively poorer and more disadvantaged compared to the position in earlier decades: the share of national income taken by the lower deciles has fallen since the late seventies. The association between social tenancy and disadvantage and worklessness reflects, to a degree at least, the increased tendency of those in the lower income deciles to be economically inactive and poor; a reflection, in turn, of  wider structural socio-economic change. Indeed, the overarching trend towards inequality and the a growing gap between the poor and the remainder of the population, combined with the concentration of the poor within the social rented sector, can, at a one level, explain why social tenants are so disadvantaged. 
Most UK-based researchers conclude that the interaction between individual characteristic and the socio-economic position of social tenants is a more powerful causative driver than are factors linked specifically to tenure. A deficiency of quality education and employment opportunities at a local level (locational factors) in combination with the labour market characteristics of social tenants explains their social disadvantage, more than their tenancy status as such. An element of chicken and egg may be present insofar, however, that disadvantaged people may be concentrated in such areas due to the relative availability of social housing within them. Also the evidence does not discount or disprove the existence of neighbourhood and ‘dependency’ effects that can follow being allocated and living in social housing, particularly in terms of their impacts on the expectations, attitudes, peer-group influences, and the self- and societal perceptions of social tenants: such an intangible bundle of things appears to possess some potential to explain tenure-related disadvantage
.
At the end of the day, the decomposition of all these effects is not amenable to mathematical modeling, and an element of judgment based on empirical experience has to be brought to bear. More evidence on the relative importance of the different factors contributing to economic inactivity of social housing tenants is undoubtedly needed to underpin long-term sustainable and effective policy development; yet the urgency and seriousness of the problem requires considered yet bold action, and that needs to be sooner rather than later. 
2
Ending tenure apartheid: the policy implications
At first glance, the policy options that logically flow from the assumptive bases of the different explanations for the entrenched disadvantaged position of social tenants appear polarized and divergent, at least when they are taken in isolation. If the real problem at base is that the tenure characteristics of social housing itself encourages welfare dependency, for example, by allowing its occupants to enjoy secure living accommodation at sub-economic rents while remaining economically inactive for prolonged and extended periods, even where they are they are capable of obtaining work, then proposals – not dissimilar to US welfare reforms - to make social tenancies conditional on tenants conforming with employment-related requirements, make sense. 

Likewise, if the status of a social housing tenancy contributes to an entitlement frame of mind, or, alternatively, induces or reinforces feelings of social failure, or of low esteem, or of helplessness, then routing economically disadvantaged people into that tenure is likely to prove a self-defeating process for both government and individuals alike, particularly in estates where negative peer-group influences hold sway, and potentially even more so, if they suffer from multiple problems, such as drug and alcohol addiction, that the DWP research suggested were over-represented, but under-recognised, within the tenure. 

But if the relative propensity of social housing tenants to be economically inactive and poor is primarily rooted in their individual characteristics, then policies focused on their targeted support in relation to helping them obtain employment by addressing underlying problems or barriers to work, such as lack of qualifications, drug and alcohol addiction, is rather indicated. And, again, if the real problem is societal and labour market inequality in terms of its inter-related impact on relative access to well paid work and pathways out of poverty, then wider structural socio-economic change in terms of opportunity and reward structures appears the only real antidote, with the disadvantage of social housing tenants representing a symptom of a general not discrete problem.
Table 1 plots the main policy responses that have been proposed to counter economic inactivity and welfare dependency in the social housing sector, referenced to the three main explanatory categories that been employed to explain that phenomenon: social housing tenancy as an independent cause; the individual characteristics or human capital of social housing tenants; and, structurally-based societal inequalities. 
Table  One:  Using policy to reduce economic inactivity and welfare dependency in the social housing sector 

	Social tenancy itself 
	Individual characteristics of  social housing tenants
	Structural-based inequalities 
	

	Further limit access entitlements to social housing and/or abolish or phase out the tenure 
	
	
	Reform of social tenancy conditions  

	Social tenancy linked to work search conditions 
	
	
	Reform of social tenancy conditions  

	
	Make social tenancy entitlement income-conditional 
	
	Reform of social tenancy conditions  

	Housing benefit eligibility for social housing tenants linked to work search conditions 
	Housing benefit eligibility linked to work search conditions 
	
	Income maintenance/benefit system  reform 

	
	Using tax and benefit system to increase net incomes of those in low paid work
	Using tax and benefit system to increase net incomes of those in low paid work
	Income maintenance/benefit system  reform

	
	Employment and training support , including advice services targeted to tenants 
	Employment and training , including advice services, support expanded to disadvantaged groups
	Targeted support

	
	Target  employment opportunities to social  tenants 
	Target employment opportunities to disadvantaged groups
	Targeted support 

	
	Expand SureStart and other targeted social  and health programmes to social tenants 
	Expand SureStart and other social and health programmes
	Targeted support

	Expand affordable intermediate tenure opportunities
	Expand affordable intermediate tenure opportunities
	Expand affordable intermediate tenure opportunities
	Diversification of tenure 

	Comprehensive redevelopment and regeneration programmes 
	Comprehensive redevelopment and regeneration programmes
	Comprehensive redevelopment and regeneration programmes
	Diversification of tenure

	Tenure diversification through allocation, in-fill developments and disposals, aiming to reduce concentrations of social housing   
	
	Tenure diversification through allocation, in-fill developments and disposals,  aiming to reduce concentrations of social housing   
	Diversification of tenure

	Development of equity sharing mechanisms
	Development of equity sharing mechanisms
	Development of equity sharing mechanisms
	Diversification of tenure

	Loosen link between social housing and poor neighbourhood schools
	Loosen link between social housing and poor neighbourhood schools
	Loosen link between social housing and poor neighbourhood schools
	Diversification of tenure/educational policy 

	
	Use fiscal and regional policy to  create more jobs that can be filled with people possessing no or lower qualifications, particularly in work-poor regions   
	Use fiscal and regional policy to  create more jobs that can be filled with people possessing no or lower qualifications, particularly in work-poor regions   
	Macro-economic/regional policy 


The application of the grid set out in Table 1 provides a conceptual framework that can be applied to review the main policy options that have been advanced to address the problem. It shows that in practice that there is quite a degree of overlap between the different policy mechanisms, reflecting, in turn, the likelihood that economic inactivity and poverty within the social sector is a product of the complex interaction of structurally-patterned inequalities with individual characteristics, an interaction which living in social housing can potentially exacerbate. 

Reform of social tenancy conditions  

The professional trade body of people working in social housing, the Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) caused quite a stir when in a submission to the CLG’s Housing Reform Programme it proposed ‘moving towards a system of flexible (social housing) tenure in which new lets can be reviewed after a period of time’. This was within a detailed and extensive package of proposals geared to extending options and choice within the tenure, benefit reform, improving advice services and combating worklessness
. The submission pointed out that in essence social housing was generally allocated on the basis of the acute need of the applicant at a particular moment in that person’s time, but the circumstances of that individual could and should subsequently change. This could then allow tenants to take up a different kind of ‘housing offer’ to that of a lifetime secure tenancy provided at a sub-economic rental level. In a subsequent open letter that responded to the furore generated by that proposal, the question was posed as to whether ‘providing a 17 year old with a secure tenancy for life without support or incentive was right for either individual or society, or that in 20 years time if he/she earns enough to pay a higher rate of income tax that he/she pays more rent
’. 

The CIH proposed that tenancy reviews should cover not only differentially priced access to services such as tradespeople and other landlord services, and choice based lettings and transfers, but also access to other tenures including private rental, intermediate and full ownership. More controversially it proposed possible changes in tenancy conditions, including upward revisions towards a market rent for those whose circumstances had improved, and tailored packages of support for those whose circumstances had not, or had rather deteriorated. 
Although much of the spotlight on the debate initiated by the CIH focused on its proposal to changes the tenancy conditions of those whose employment and income circumstances had improved, the essential problem is that such improvement occurs only too rarely at present. The real challenge is to get to a point where too many social tenants are in secure employment and earn too high incomes to justify sub-economic rents being charged within the tenure. Moreover, while encouraging economically active tenants to change tenure could free up lets for those in acute need and with less advantaged circumstances, it would do little to encourage more mixed and secure communities and so risks further perpetuation of the residualisation process
.  

With respect to the wider imposition of work-related tenancy conditions, it is also not clear that housing officers are best positioned to enforce such conditions as they are unlikely to have the information or expertise to make decisions to, say, end a tenancy on the ground that the tenant or household members are not actively seeking work and have not been for a prolonged period
. Given that the economically inactive invariably tend to be benefit-dependent and rely on housing benefit to pay their rent, it makes more sense for continuing payment of housing benefit to be made conditional on work-search or workfare-type provisions linked to interventions co-ordinated by the Employment Service, as discussed below. 
Targeted support of social tenants 
The Hills report highlighted the positive role that social landlords could and should fulfill in combating and preventing interlinked economic inactivity and social disadvantage. It suggested that the fact that housing and employment support was provided separately contributed to tendency of social housing tenants to be particularly prone to joblessness. In that light, it proposed that social housing landlords should take a more proactive role in helping their tenants to obtain work and that more integrated models of support should be rolled out as a policy response. Two main mechanisms were outlined. The first one should involve the provision of more individualized employment-support to tenants and their household members. The second one should target local employment opportunities towards them. 

Social housing landlords are often well positioned to work with residents and other agencies to mainstream training and work participation projects targeted at local estate youth. Tenure concentration itself that can provide added scope for estate-based staff to develop a degree of intensive knowledge about local residents and for local bases to be used for outreach work. Social housing landlords have also developed extensive and, in some cases, effective models of resident consultation and feedback. Also the sector has developed experience and expertise in delivering community-based comprehensive regeneration projects, involving the development of human and social capital, as well as new bricks and mortar. Employment and training initiatives are often integral to such programmes, as are partnership arrangements with other agencies. They may also be better positioned to reach and provide support for economically inactive households not registered as unemployed with JobCentre Plus.
Social housing landlords are also beginning to mainstream in their procurement strategies (within the constraints set by European Union procurement directives incorporated into national law) to encourage and require, where appropriate, suppliers to employ and train local labour. The DWP research cited earlier noted, however, that the social housing system is not run in a way that seeks to maximise this potential benefit. This is due to organisational, policy, and funding reasons, including a lack of incentive for social housing organisations to expend resources in furthering objectives outside their core housing management function. Yet similar to Hills it recommended that social housing landlords ‘should to take a wider view of their role, to manage modest increases in the level of risk and develop relevant skills and competences within their own organisations’ further noting that the narrow spatial horizons and territorial behaviour of some residents in certain deprived communities required outreach workers to possess credibility with such residents ‘in terms of their local background and life experiences’. The institutional, budgetary, and cultural issues that collectively will need to be overcome to allow this approach to succeed should not, however, be underestimated. And, if unemployment continues to rise in response to faltering economic activity post-Credit Crunch, the number of jobs that are available to be targeted towards social tenants can only be expected to fall. 

Estate or locally-based offices also tend to be expensive to administer on a unit-cost basis, while the revenue budgets of social housing landlords are coming under increasing pressure. Many social housing landlords provide services from central offices, often due to tenant preference to access a greater range of services at one visit form a town centre location befitting from nodal public transport links, as well as because of financial reasons.  Where the landlord is the local authority, housing services are funded from the statutory Housing Revenue Account (HRA); the accounting rules attached to it, restrict the use of HRA for non-housing community purposes, requiring their funding from other Council or partner agency budgets. 

Indeed, and more fundamentally, securing effective and seamless partnership working between employment and housing agencies requires budgetary, information sharing, and service arrangements that are notoriously difficult to put in place on the ground effectively, due to agency competition and ownership, budgetary and management pooling and co-ordination, and data protection, issues and problems.  The growth of the Registered Social Landlord (RSL) sector as a result of stock transfer and other government policy has also meant that in any one borough, a number of competing social housing landlords need to be involved and co-ordinated. 

The effectiveness of the initiative will also depend on the skill and commitment of the key staff involved. They will face pressure to achieve results in terms of number of people employed, for example, in order to meet funding requirements
. But it is particularly difficult to determine or measure whether a social housing resident becomes employed as a result of a particular initiative or for other reasons. In short, the risk of government co-ordination and other failure is quite high and the impact of such initiatives can be expected to be marginal relative to the scale of the problem, in the absence of other supporting and concerted measures focused on actual job creation. Indeed, logically, if such initiatives simply transfer jobs towards social housing household members, jobs will tend to redistributed between disadvantaged groups, although the recorded concentration of the problem of economic inactivity within the social housing sector may be eased. 

For these reasons, the rolling out of a universal model of housing advice, as advocated by the CIH, provided by a range of providers, both private and voluntary, where all individuals rather than social housing tenants of particular landlords can access advice about their housing options, who could also be signposted to specialist financial, debt counselling, employment, homelessness prevention, and other support agencies (alcohol and drug addiction, for example) makes sense. The institutional arrangements by which such a variegated universal system could be funded and set up and then monitored were not spelt out by the CIH, however
.
The conditionality agenda outlined in the DWP welfare reform White Paper published in December 2008 gave a central role to Jobcentre Plus - working with voluntary sectors partners - to provide personalised support; the potential overlaps and interconnections between the DWP  and the CIH model needs to be explored and identified. That personal barriers to finding work, including the possession of  mental health, physical disability, low or no qualifications, criminal record, alcohol and drug abuse problems are over represented within the social housing sector, points to a related need for specialised outreach services that should be taken into account in the design and delivery of personalized advice support arrangements
 .  

In short, therefore, targeted support to people who need such support generally including social housing tenants should be mainstreamed and funding co-ordinated centrally across departments and across organizations locally. These are tall orders, and rapid progress along this line is unlikely.  Helping long-term unemployed and people with multiple problems to secure work is certain to prove a particularly difficult undertaking during the short- to medium term: the experience of past recessions suggests that unemployment will continue to rise for a period during any post-recession recovery phase.

Diversification of tenure and social composition at neighbourhood level 

A key driver of New Labour housing and regeneration policy has been the development of mixed communities. This has largely meant in practice aiming to achieve greater diversification of tenure composition at the local neighbourhood level, and that aim was made  an underlying principle of the Sustainable Communities and the Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder Programmes, and less explicitly of  major regeneration projects utilising cross and public subsidy mechanisms
. The rationale or evidence base for creating mixed communities has tended to be less clearly spelt out, however, with mixed communities to an extent a coda for continuing government promotion of owner occupation as the preferred tenure of choice in the UK. 
Tenure diversification is expected to contribute to desirable outcomes at both the individual and neighbourhood community level. With respect to impacts at the neighbourhood level, the inward migration of younger and higher income households can increase local demand for services and facilities, such as shops, cafes, offices, and bars; an income effect that can be supported by improvements in the local infrastructure linked to regeneration-linked investment
. Parallel to this, at an individual level,  it is hoped that the influx of better educated ‘aspirational’ households possessed with greater ‘voice power’ will lead to improved local institutions and service delivery in terms of schools, health, and environmental facilities, as well as offer more positive role models for local youth.   

At a policy level, the encouragement and facilitation of existing or potential social renting households to acquire equity shares in their home could provides a potential incentive to improve their  socio-economic position. But if home ownership is simply a proxy for other desirable socio-economic characteristics, such as positive educational attainment and labour market outcomes, then artificially turning tenants into owners – in order to allow them to share the posited benefits of  mixed communities, and/or to share in and accumulate some asset wealth - will not necessarily induce those same outcomes, while poor areas by offering family, community, and informal support networks, often ethnic-based, as well as shops selling cheap and discounted goods, may offer opportunities to secure work, support, and services that can often be lacking in more affluent areas; thus moving poor households to such areas could hinder rather than help them to escape poverty, some argue 
.  
Yet few would dispute that monolithic and mono-tenure social rented estates are undesirable in terms of their association with welfare dependency and a host of other social problems, not least their tendency to be stigmatized as ‘sink estates’ or ‘barracks for the poor’; a tendency that might well itself exert a self-perpetuating negative impact. The argument made by one housing commentator vocal in his support for mixed tenure and mixed income development that mono-social rented tenure estates ‘don’t help people get work, they don’t help people avoid crime, and they don’t help children’s prospects (and) they are a very bad use of public money’ needs answering, even though such statements tend to be unsupported by specific verifiable pieces of evidence save for the general statistical evidence of the disproportionate tendency for  social tenants to be economically inactive and welfare dependency that Table 1 recorded 
. 
Overall, the economic case for regeneration-led tenure diversification terms of area-based external impacts appears stronger than is the one for the individual social impact of development of mixed communities, at least considered on an evidence-based outcome basis. Yet the concept of mixed communities is appealing and is supported by a long and impressive pedigree; in contrast residential segregation by tenure constitutes objectively a form of social divide or apartheid: the evidence in support of such divides is even weaker or non-existent. The monolithic nature of the social rented stock should, however,  not be exaggerated insofar that the proportion of many inner city authorities stock that is held on leasehold terms, can be high as a third, and these leasehold units,  while often concentrated in particular estates or blocks can also be pepper-potted. Moving to mixed income and socially mixed estates also does not necessarily mean replacing social rented with units for speculative sale and the related displacement of poor households, but could involve a much more nuanced and variegated pattern of provision of affordable rented units for a much wider range of low to-middle income households than what is currently provided within the residual social rented sector. 

Income Maintenance reform 
A key objective must be to facilitate and assist existing and new tenants to secure gainful employment. It would also be foolish to pretend that an element of carrot and stick may not be required to increase economic participation rates within the social sector: limiting housing benefit eligibility according to job search and time-limit criteria is a logical adjunct to supporting and facilitating social housing tenants to access employment opportunities. The downside risk of that would be of increased homelessness, and, for households with children, it is difficult to see how limiting/withdrawing benefit would work in practice, as the end sanction would be eviction. Any ensuing imposition of ‘intentional homelessness’ provisions to deny a roundabout entry back into the social sector would require such households either to enter the private sector (but if they could not survive the social sector there is no reason to suppose they would do so in the private sector even if they meet entry costs) or to lodge with friends/relatives. The best outcome that realistically could be expected would be to identify the households with particular difficulties/behavioural tendencies within the sector that most need support/attention. 

The more important carrot would be provided by making work pay through concerted and integrated reforms to the income maintenance system that would increase the net benefit of working rather than relying on benefits: in other words provide a minimum net income to single people and childless couples as well as those with dependant responsibilities sufficiently above the income that they would they would otherwise obtain through benefit to compensate for work-related costs and to provide a real incentive/reward for individuals to choose work not welfare dependency. This is certainly necessary as young and childless tenants in particular face steep HB withdrawal rates that where the only available jobs  are low paid, mean that taking such jobs, once work-related costs are taken into account, yield little net gain. 
Changes to the Housing Benefit (HB) system, such as extending earnings disregards and benefit periods, need to be considered and developed in conjunction with the interaction with other elements of the overall income maintenance system, including raising the threshold as to when tax starts to be paid, the targeting of working tax credits, the introduction and development of overlap periods when benefit as well as work income could be received, and/or the payment of lump sum incentive/reward payments after, say, one year, or at other set periods, in gainful employment. 

People entering low paid work suffer the highest combined marginal tax and benefit withdrawal rates, not the highest paid: that is the proportion of additional income from employment lost by tax clawback and benefit withdrawal/loss. Moving social rent levels upwards will increase the impact of housing benefit withdrawal both in total and income range terms. Hence phasing social rents upwards to market levels will not help tenants to escape welfare dependency, or result in net gains to those in low paid employment, unless the increased rental level is offset by an increase net income from corresponding revisions to their combined tax and benefit position.  
Clearly an integrated approach across income maintenance, housing finance, and tenure reform is a necessity, but it will require focused and co-ordinated joined up action directed as a government priority at Cabinet and inter-departmental  level, and that is not usually achieved outside wartime or emergency crisis situations. 

The required changes to the income maintenance system are also likely to be costly in short term public expenditure terms. Deadweight effects are likely to be significant (the benefit of, and thus cost of, reforms extend to households outside the target beneficiary group), unless the changes are effectively targeted. One way of achieving that would be withdraw the benefit of higher tax threshold increases once a certain income is reached, but such adjustments add more complications to the system, and introduce combined marginal tax/benefit spikes higher up the income scale with attendant incentive and political acceptability impacts. 
Indeed, changing the income maintenance in favour of the low paid generally is really a policy response linked to a wider political vision to reduce societal inequalities. The larger the number of beneficiaries and net gains of those beneficiaries, the higher the net public expenditure costs that will need to be recouped from losers higher up the income scale. How high up the scale and the method of that recoupment will be highly politically contentious and challenging by definition: some sections of ‘Middle England’ inevitably will be losers, at least in the narrow material sense. Besides, accessing gainful employment during a period of rising joblessness is going to become even more difficult for social tenants with few or low qualifications and possessing other attributes that are not conducive to securing and maintaining stable employment, regardless of wider income maintenance changes. 
All this underscores the need for housing reform, including rent setting and tenure development within the existing social rented sector to be made central to a wider economic and social strategy driven by overarching objectives of increasing economic participation rates and making work pay, of furthering housing choice and of social cohesion. The question, however, remains whether the required political commitment will be forthcoming and then sustained, at a time when the borrowing deficit and public debt has reached record levels resulting in the overriding public policy priority being to pare down public debt levels, even though getting tenants into work will save public expenditure over time. 

3. What can be done 

One thing can be stated for sure. The social housing sector cannot remain as it is unless society is prepared for the chilling prospect that the children of social housing tenants become progressively even more disadvantaged than each previous generation as the divide between them and the rest of society widens. Effective change to prevent that will require not only adjustments to housing policy to end tenure apartheid, but also much wider reform across the social policy spectrum, geared to make work pay for all household types, and to counteract the disadvantages experienced by tenants and their children, whether these are related to their market power and/or personal attributes, or various combinations of both.      

Imagine a position in which all social housing estates are demolished and are replaced by housing offered for sale or at market rents. Let us call this bold approach, the Hammersmith model
. Leaving aside the financial and other costs of such comprehensive redevelopments, existing social tenants subject to such a redevelopment approach would still need to be rehoused, and future statutorily defined households found accommodation, unless they were required in fend for themselves by changes to the existing homelessness and housing legislative framework. They could alternatively be provided instead with market rental housing. But charging such households higher market rents in the absence of reform elsewhere across the housing and income maintenance systems would actually intensify work disincentives by deepening the employment trap and widening the poverty trap for them and for other benefit dependent and low income households. And while higher rents would potentially provide more resources for local authorities to fund new housing directly if current proposals to dismantle the HRA are implemented, rising rents would push up the centrally-funded HB bill even further. Simply ending social housing tenancy entitlements would still leave the tenants consequently displaced in need of housing support, with their socio-economic position and individual characteristics untouched. That is true even if change was limited to the ending of lifetime security of tenure. 
On the other hand, broadening the appeal of the sector  through achieving ‘better parity of desirability and quality’ with other tenures, while broadening its usage through ‘including people from more advantaged households’ would involve also substantial resource costs, particularly if it simply meant the expansion of the social tenancies offered at sub-economic rents attached with lifetime security of tenure
. Achieving mixed communities including the development of mixed income estates, therefore, does require strategic, and even fundamental, change to the existing social housing model, at the very least in terms of offer conditions.  

Essentially, when the evidence that is currently available is considered in the round, it is not clear that greatly expanding social housing supply on existing offer terms is really a step in the right direction towards the achievement of both economic efficiency and social cohesion. As sympathetic but evidence-driven observers of social housing, such as Hills and Lupton concede, it is not apparent that social housing is effective even on its own terms in providing a sustainable environment that is conducive to active and gainful labour market participation and the social inclusion of its tenants.  The core empirical reality is that as a group social housing tenants tend to be both disproportionately poor and economically inactive, while spatially tend to be concentrated in deprived areas with limited job opportunities: certainly building more social housing in such areas, as has been the tendency in the past, is simply not sensible. More affordable housing is, indeed, needed in mixed communities: not more social housing concentrated in estates.
In that light, the HCA expectation that the split between social rented and intermediate new provision by 2011 should be 45,000/25,000 dwellings presents the potential danger of repeating the mistakes of the past  and creating further concentrations of social housing. On the other hand, at the end of 2008, 70,000 households remained in temporary accommodation that is highly expensive and wasteful in net public expenditure terms. The high rental levels attached to such accommodation inevitably makes families benefit-dependent. Since 1997 the number of available new local authority lets have more than halved from around 260,000 to touch 110,000, and that fall has not been offset by a  corresponding rise in new RSL lets, which in the latest year of reporting, 03-04, remained at the level close to that of previous years: 86,000
. Therefore, expanding social housing supply in the short term may allow the numbers of households living in temporary accommodation to be greatly reduced. Then if the trend for the number of homelessness acceptances to fall, as evidenced by that figure dropping to 63,000 in 07-08 – the lowest level since the early 1980’s and half of their 2003-04 level – continues, the number of those in temporary accommodation should stabilize at a new much manageable level. 
It is hard to avoid the conclusion that social housing needs to be replaced by an enlarged and predominant affordable housing sector that should encompass different tenure forms, be offered at different rental levels, with or without equity shares.  It would become in effect instead a differentiated affordable housing tenure, catering not just or even predominately for the statutorily defined homeless and others possessing the most severe housing needs, but also to a wider range of low and moderate income households, including those who ultimately aspire to home ownership. The move towards HRA reform where local authorities can retain surpluses from project rental income as well as receipts from subsequent sales provides an emerging tramline along that direction that should be followed further. That move needs to be supplemented by allowing registered housing providers to offer accommodation at different rent levels, as long as, say, a set minimum were offered at sub-economic rents.  If the proposal to allow housing authorities to self fund their HRA, through debt redistribution taking all out of subsidy, is progressed that may be possible without legislative change.  Longer term, a move towards market rents must go hand in hand with income maintenance reforms that make work rather than welfare dependency pay. That is crucial to the success of any strategic housing reform. If the income maintenance system was made flexible enough to allow a move to market rents in a way that did not disincentive low income and economically inactive tenants to find and maintain employment the housing system could, indeed, be transformed for the better. 
That there is cross-party recognition that change is required is promising; on the other hand, there has been little or no evidence of the joined up coherent thinking ‘out of the box’ that is needed to mesh the required changes to housing, social policy, and income maintenance reform together. On reason for that is because of the complexities involved; another is that the  reforms are what may be termed politically cross-cutting: at one pole, the needed reforms require an old model of social housing collectivist provision and entitlement to be radically reformed, at the other to be successful they need changes to the income maintenance system that will inherently tend to reduce inequality; a move to market rents will not help to make work pay, that is without extending tax and benefit thresholds to the relative advantage of those in low and moderately paid employment.  A compelling political narrative that can be electorally defended is therefore needed to propel things forward. That is the challenge for social democrats, here and now.    

� Stock owned by local authorities and Registered Social Landlords (RSL’s). 


� Social lettings are combined new lettings of local authorities and RSL’s. Local authority annual new lettings declined relatively slowly from the peak 270,000 level that they reached in the late seventies; they actually registered a modest increase during the mid-nineties to touch c260,000 in 1996-97. Under New Labour, they plummeted to c110,000 by 2008-09.  Moreover, RSL new lettings from the mid-nineties onwards remained stuck around the 80,000 to 85,000 level, as RSL new building programmes were cut from the levels achieved under John Major’s government (and possibly due also to reduced turnover rates within the sector), and so failed to offset that secular downward trend in local authority lettings, see Tables 601 and 602, Live Housing Tables, Housing Statistics, Communities and Local Government (CLG).   





� Table 621, ibid. 


� In 2007, 27 per cent of households with a ‘household reference person’ belonging to a black and ethnic minority group (BME) lived in social housing compared to 17percent of whites. 43percent of Black African and Caribbean and 52per cent of Bangladeshi households were social tenants according to the same survey and were thus were significantly over-represented in the sector, but Indian households and some other mixed or Chinese households were under-represented. 19 per cent of social tenants were lone parents compared to seven per cent of households living in all tenures, and to five per cent of those households buying with a mortgage, reflecting that 46per cent of all lone parents lived in the social rented tenure. In the same year, couples with no dependent children constituted the most common household type with 79per cent of households buying with a mortgage falling in that category.  Tables 1.9 and 1.13, 2006-2007 Survey of English Housing, CLG, September 2008. 


� Table 1.12 and Chart 1.12, ibid. 


� Page.45, Ends and Means: The Future Roles of Social Housing in England, John Hills, Centre for the Analysis of Social Exclusion (CASE) Report 34, London School of Economics, February 2007.


� Clearly remnants of the ‘old’ working class structure and culture survive (and the description provided is, of course, a generalisation that fails to capture the differentiation, complexity, and variety that previously existed, but possible exceptions, such as West Belfast, tend to prove the rule. Even in Northern Ireland, where traditional notions of community still remain strong (but often linked to particular religious and social identities), its premier fishing port, Kilkeel, where fishing remains an important source of employment for its inhabitants, is predominately owner-occupied, for example.


� From April 2001, Government surveys replaced the traditional concept of the “head of the household” by “household reference person”. The household reference person is defined as a “householder” (that is a person in whose name the accommodation is owned or rented). For households with joint householders, it is the person with the highest income; if two or more householders have exactly the same income, the older is selected. Thus the household reference person definition, unlike the old head of household definition, no longer gives automatic priority to male partners, Notes and definitions, Survey of English Housing:Preliminary Report, 2007-08, CLG website.





� Table 6, ibid. 


� One American political theorist, William Galson, identified what he termed three simple steps to escape poverty: finish school, marry before having children, and avoid teenage pregnancy. 


�   Ends and Means: The Future Roles of Social Housing in England, John Hills, Centre for the Analysis of Social Exclusion (CASE) Report 34, London School of Economics, February 2007.


� Strictly speaking in the economic literature, adverse selection refers to a market failure situation where those with the most risk of an event disproportionately purchase insurance for it; using the example of life insurance, unless premiums reflected the differential risk of individuals suffering death before the mean age of death across the wider population due to possession of pre-known medical conditions, individuals with such conditions would have an added incentive to purchase such insurance as their premiums, in effect, would be subsidized by healthier individuals, see pp.331-333, The Economics of the Public Sector, Joseph Stiglitz, 2nd edition, 1988. 


� Growing up in social housing in Britain, a profile of four generations, 1946 to the present day,  Ruth Lupton et al,. Tenant Services Authority, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, The Scottish Government, June 2009.  


� Social housing and worklessness: key policy messages, DWP Research Report 482, 2008. 





� The Lupton report noted that ‘it is hard to isolate these factors (tenure effects) either from the characteristics of the people in particular tenures or from the wider context. It is hard to be sure that all relevant aspects of individual disadvantage have been stripped out, leaving only a tenure effect. Even if it were, it is hard to separate these strict aspects of tenure (ownership and occupation) from the wider bundles of characteristics with which particular tenures are associated: factors, such as location, area, cost, quality, and status,  p.13 ibid. 


� Economic segregation in England: causes, consequences and policy, G.Meen, University of Reading, Joseph Rowntree Trust findings, December 2005. 


� The packed car parks of some estates in London suggest that some household members of social housing tenants at least have an income other than that secured from benefits, or that such car parks may be utilised by non-residents or, more likely, by residents whom have sub-let from leaseholders or tenants.  


� Phrase was coined by Alice Coleman, who in the eighties argued that design factors exerted an important influence on social behaviours by residents of, and visitors to, social estates. See her Utopia on Trial, 1983. Other commentators attached more importance to the residualisation process itself and/or housing management practices that failed to enlist, or engage with, local stakeholders, including users. See, for example, Ann Power, Property Before People, 1987. 


� Meen also reports that the most segregated communities in terms of unemployment are not the same as those as those most segregated in terms of educational qualifications or tenure, ibid. 


� Are mixed communities the answer to segregation and poverty? Paul Cheshire, Joseph Rowntree Trust Findings, July 2007. 


� See note 15. 


� p.22, Rethinking Housing, CIH’s response to Communities and Local Government’s Housing Reform Programme, October 2008 


� An open letter to tenants and tenant organizations, Chartered Institute of Housing ideas on housing reform, 21 October 2008


� This has always been an issue in social or municipal housing where it is targeted to those most in objective need: Margaret Wood, who led Chicago’s Housing Board from 1937 to 1953 pointed out that forcing out higher income households from, and restricting their access to, municipal housing had the effect of screening out potential community leaders and role models. She was eventually forced out herself from her position due to her efforts to gradually racially integrate Chicago’s developments/estates. 


� This was advocated by one Labour Housing Minister, Caroline Flint. 


� Goodharts Law may come into play in the sense that when an indicator is made a target it ceases to be an effective measure; as might the ‘halo’ effect where a few strongly supported and resourced pilot schemes produce initially promising results that are then not subsequently sustained.


� p.7, Rethinking Housing, CIH’s response to Communities and Local Government’s Housing Reform Programme, October 2008


� Welfare reform, Jane Ewing, Housing Quality Network (HQN) briefing , January 2009


� Certainly job adverts for senior regeneration and housing jobs invariably have a banner stating words to the effect  ‘come and create mixed (sustainable vibrant, strong) communities’ 


� This could be termed a muted Starbucks effect. Sir Bob Kerslake, HCA’s chief executive has lauded the regeneration –led transformation of major cities such as Manchester, Birmingham, and Newcastle, while highlighting that ‘much anecdotal evidence supports the fact that regeneration has a knock-on (in economic parlance – external benefits exceed input costs) value far in excess of its cost in investment terms’ Inside Housing, 12 June 2009. Against this there is – albeit mainly again anecdotal indications that many of the inner city apartments built have been purchased by buy-to-let landlords, which may prove unsustainable, and that much of the resulting built environment is ‘soulless’, with poorly developed community networks; put another way, sub-yuppie ghettoes have been created, rather than sustainable communities.    


� Shifting Foundations, Home ownership and government objectives, Dominic Maxwell, ippr, 2005.


�  We have been here before, Tim Dwelly, Inside Housing, 15 May 2009. The London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham Local Development Plan now include options to demolish large councils estates in borough, including the massive White City estate, which is close to the BBC Centre. Its leader, Stephen Greenhalgh, who is also an adviser to Conservative leader, David Cameron,  has accused council housing of ‘warehousing poverty’ and advocates the breaking up of council estates both physically and in social composition terms, and the increasing of social rents to market levels in order to provide resources for rebuilding programmes. 


�  See Reform the flawed social housing system: New homes we need without increased public spending, article by Conservative Leader of London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham.. 








� p.13, the ‘Lupton report’, ibid. 


�   Figures derived from Tables 601 and 602, Housing Statistics, Communities and Local Government (CLG).





