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Preface 

Preface 

This research was carried out on behalf of the Homeless Initiative. The Initiative was set up 

in late 1996 and operates under the joint direction of the Eastern Health Board and Dublin 

Corporation. The aim of the Initiative is to ensure that services for homeless people become more 

effective, particularly by improving their planning, coordination and delivery. This is to be achieved 

through analysis, planning and through the development of a strong partnership between the 

agencies involved in service provision to homeless people in the area, including the health board, all 

local authorities and voluntary bodies. 

The development of responses which will enable homeless people to become settled and to move 

out of the cycle of homelessness is a specific objective of the Initiative. Members of the Initiative are 

currently engaged in a process of devising a settlement strategy for the Dublin area, one which will 

ensure that settlement services are planned and coordinated with clear definitions of agency 

responsibility, funding, evaluation and other arangements. 

This research will directly inform the work of the initiative in devising a settlement strategy. 

Specifically the research reviews the various approaches to settlement in other countries, with 

particular emphasis on both the conceptual approach to settlement and on the mechanisms in place 

for follow up, monitoring and evaluation. The research will complement other research looking at 

models or good practice and the experience of settlement by homeless people in Dublin already 

underway. Taken with the other research this report will provide a sound basis for the development 

of settlement services which are planned, coordinated and effective. 



Executive summary 
This research report investigates models of settlement strategies and services for the homeless in 

Europe. At present, there are over 1.8m people homeless in Europe. Most government responses to 

homelessness are short-term and of an emergency nature, few developing long-term or 

comprehensive attempts to confront homelessness. Most services for the homeless in Europe are 

provided by voluntary organizations. These services concentrate on meeting basic needs, providing 

information and settlement in that order. As a general rule, settlement services are more prominent 

in the northern states than the southern ones. 

The primary purpose of the research was to find, describe and explore in detail a typology of 

settlement strategies. Three models of settlement may be found in operation in Europe. These are 

the normalization model, the tiered model and the staircase of transition. These are articulated in 

Germany, Austria and Sweden respectively, though they are also found in other countries. The 

starting point of the normalization model is that homeless people should be moved as soon as 

possible to independent accommodation. The tiered model is based on the axiom that homeless 

people require a period of transition to prepare them for autonomy. Accordingly, they are provided 

wi th residential accommodation best suited to their needs and capabilities. Under the staircase of 

transition strategy, homeless people enter a ladder which begins with street services and leads to 

training flats and transitional flats. The level of support and supervision falls as one progresses up 

the ladder. After a period of time, the homeless person is ready to enter mainstream 

accommodation with a full legal tenancy. 

This report studied the operation of these three models. In Germany, the normalization model was 

demonstrated by an experimental project in seven locations in the 1990s. Evaluation found that 

homeless people successfully managed the transition to independent accommodation. Not only 

that, but the costs of services for settled homeless people was about half that of equivalent night 

shelter provision. Finland has also followed a normalization model, succeeding in halving the level of 

homelessness in ten years through a comprehensive national programme of settlement. The 

transitional model was studied in Vienna, Austria where the city authorities, in cooperation with 

voluntary organizations, settled almost two thousand people through the use of interim 

accommodation. Examples of the tiered approach were also found in Italy, Greece and Britain. The 

staircase of transition is principally in use in Sweden, though it has come under strong criticism for 

being intrusive, controlling and ineffective in reducing homelessness. 

There are a number of limitations to these European models of settlement. Even successful 

settlement strategies cannot resolve the broader problems of training, work and poverty faced by 

homeless people. All models of settlement depend for their success on a flow of onward and 

suitable mainstream accommodation. Settlement services, unaccompanied by settlement strategies, 

have limited results and lead to frustration in the agencies providing them. 
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The European experience sets a number of challenges for settlement strategies in Dublin. 

Successful strategies must be resourced, planned and promoted on a scale commensurate with the 

problem they address. They require high initial investment, while offering the prospect of reduced 

spending on expensive systems of night shelters. They challenge assumptions about homelessness 

and the ability of homeless people to manage their own accommodation. Successful settlement 

strategies have worked in carefully designed partnerships with voluntary organizations. They 

require political leadership if they are to endure. Finally, mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation and 

follow up must be planned and in place before strategies are launched. 
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Terms of reference 
According to the Dublin Homeless Initiative Plan of work 1997-8: 

A major cause of concern among homeless service providers is the absence of a settlement 

strategy which would ensure successful settlement of homeless people out of emergency hostels into 

permanent accommodation. Only a small number of hostel providers actively work with residents in 

settlement and even when this occurs, success is limited due to the lack of appropriate housing and 

support. The result is that homeless people move in and out of hostels and other housing or do not move 

at all, causing a shortage in emergency places. 

This research is intended to construct a profile of various settlement approaches and paradigms in 

existence across a range of countries. The analysis will draw out examples of good practice in 

strategic approach to settlement of homeless people and to follow-up and subsequent monitoring 

after settlement. Examples from three countries will then be selected for a more in-depth analysis. 

Later, after this report is completed, organizations delivering resettlement services will be asked to 

participate in a profiling exercise, the aim of which will be to assess their own policy and practice in 

the light of the international experience. 

Definitions 

The area of research into homelessness is especially burdened with problems of definitions. 

For the purposes of this paper, the following definition of settlement will be used: 

The movement by a homeless person (or family) from temporary into long-term sustainable 

accommodation, with services and support as appropriate. 

Research methodology This report has been carried out by: 

Desk research: consulting the relevant papers and information available on resettlement 

services for the homeless in Europe. The researcher has drawn on material assembled by the 

European Observatory on Homelessness, run by the European Federation of National Organizations 

Working with the Homeless, FEANTSA, in Brussels, principally on papers prepared by the 

EUROHOME project (Emergency and transitory housing for homeless people - needs and best practices). 

This is a limited research study initiated by the observatory and funded by the programme of 

Targeted Socio-Economic Research under the IV Framework Programme for Research and 

Development of the Directorate General XII of the European Union. Examples from the EUROHOME 

reports are quoted extensively here. 

Enquiries with experts: The researcher made a number of information requests from experts, 

organizations, researchers from throughout the Europe. A number were national correspondents for 

the European observatory on homelessness (see acknowledgements). 
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Guide to the report 
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Chapter I: 
Context: homelessness in Europe 

This chapter situates resettlement services for the homeless in Europe in the context of the 

emergence of homelessness as an issue in Europe (1.1). It reviews the current nature and extent of 

homelessness in Europe (1.2) and the general context of services for the homeless (1.3). A summary 

is made (1.4). Information of most relevance to settlement is highlighted. 

1.1 EMERGENCE OF HOMELESSNESS AS A EUROPEAN CONCERN 

Homelessness was not discussed as a European phenomenon until the 1970s where it was a 

passing theme in the reports of the first European programme against poverty (1975-81). The 

European Communities funded a number of projects concerned with homelessness under the second 

programme against poverty (1 985-9). Independently during the course of this programme, the 

European Commission funded the first seminar on homelessness in Europe (Cork, Ireland, 1986), the 

first t ime that comparative European data on homelessness had ever been assembled. A resolution 

on homelessness was adopted by the European Parliament the following year, 1987, which was also 

designated International Year of Shelter for the Homeless by the United Nations. The initial 

collection of information on European homelessness was put on a more systematic basis with a 

European Commission - funded report of an Italian Institute, Labos, in 1989; and the founding of the 

European observatory on homelessness in 1991 within the European Federation of National 

Organizations Working with the Homeless, FEANTSA. 

The founding of the observatory began the process of compiling transnational data on homelessness 

in Europe in a systematic and scientific manner. Whilst this process eventually yielded many rich 

research results, the early work of the observatory also unearthed a number of sobering realities 

about the situation of the homeless in Europe, the work of those who provided services for them and 

data problems. Information on homelessness in different countries was very uneven. In some 

countries, there was a long tradition of useful, scientific social data but, in the majority of cases, the 

homeless were a marginal subject of research. Information was patchy, unreliable and rarely 

comparable. Within the research community which advised government, there were few experts 

well informed on homelessness. There were widespread differences in their model of analysis of 

homelessness and poverty, ranging from the structural model of poverty to various deficiency, 

subcultural and pathological-based paradigms (EUROHOME 3). There were interminable and largely 

unproductive disputations in the research discourse about the appropriate definition of homelessness. 

Despite this difficult background, the European observatory was able, in the course of the 1990s, to 

remedy many of these substantial information deficits. The observatory worked through a system of 

national correspondents, who each year filed annual reports on the development of homelessness 

in their country. Not only that, but particular themes were followed from year to year for 

additional attention. The coordinator of the observatory assembled these reports and synthesized 

them. The outcome was then published as the annual report of the European observatory. The 

early work of the observatory concentrated on assessing the nature, extent and causes of 

homelessness in Europe; the principal characteristics of the homeless population; and the nature of 

the services provided for them. 
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1.2 NATURE AND EXTENT OF HOMELESSNESS IN EUROPE 

It is currently estimated that just over 1.8m people are homeless in Europe. The following 

are the most recent figures available concerning the numbers of homeless in Europe (table 1). 

TABLE 1: ESTIMATES OF NUMBER OF PERSONS HOMELESS IN EUROPE 

Country 

Austria 

Belgium 

Germany 

Denmark 

Spain 

Finland 

France 

Greece 

Ireland 

Italy 

Luxembourg 

Netherlands 

Portugal 

Sweden 

UK 

Homeless on an average day 

6,100 

4,000 

490,700 

2,947 

8,000 

4,000 

250,000 

5,500 

2,667 

56,000 

194 

7,000 

3,000 

9,903 

283,000 

In the course of a year 

8,400 

5,500 

876,450 

4,000 

11,000 

5,500 

346,000 

7,700 

3,700 

78,000 

200 

12,000 

4,000 

14,000 

460,000 

Source: Dragana Avramov: The invisible hand of the housing market - a study of effects of changes in the housing market on 
homelessness in the European Union. FEANTSA, Brussels, 1996, 77 

These features should be treated with caution, since the means of gathering information on 

homelessness varies from state to state, as do the definitions used and standards. These figures 

include the numbers who use services for the homeless each average day and each year. They do 

not include homeless people not availing of homeless-designated services. They should be regarded 

as conservative estimates. Even with these riders, the observatory's work suggested that homeless in 

Europe is a significant social problem meriting a strategic response from government and society. 
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The observatory then examined the nature of homelessness across the member states and general 

trends in the pattern of homelessness.3 Among its key findings were: 

• The rate of homelessness per number of population varied considerably from state to state. 

Some of the larger countries - France, Germany and Britain - experienced relatively high 

rates of homelessness; 

• Whereas there were personal factors connected to becoming homeless, for the majority 

homelessness was related to discharge from institutions, inability to access housing and 

either the loss of or insufficient income; 

• Female homelessness was different from male homelessness, having different causes and 

following different paths. On average, women constituted about a third of Europe's 

homeless population; 

• The age profile of the homeless in Europe was falling. 70% were younger than 40 years of 

age and the numbers in the under 20 year old age groups were rising steadily. Young 

people were especially affected by the adverse employment situation, the shortage of 

accommodation for their age group and pressure to migrate; 

• A significant proportion of the homeless were former residents of psychiatric or health 

institutions and had not benefited from policies for care in the community; 

• Most homeless people came from difficult employment backgrounds, many depending on 

low-paid, low-skilled jobs, sometimes in the black economy. 

The observatory interpreted homelessness as an acute form of present-day European poverty, 

perhaps its most acute and life-threatening form. It understood homelessness to be dynamic 

phenomenon, its nature, incidence and characteristics varying from state to state, but with similar 

underlying patterns. Homelessness was linked to significant economic and social changes taking 

place at a rapid pace, such as family fragmentation, shifting government policies, deindustrialization 

and globalization. 

1.3 SERVICES FOR THE HOMELESS IN EUROPE 

One of the observatory's first priorities was to acquaint itself with the nature, extent, 

typology and characteristics of services for the homeless in Europe.4 This early work is useful for this 

study, for it enabled us to get an early picture of the role of settlement services within this broader 

context. The purpose of the observatory's research was to provide basic information on the nature, 

profile and operating environment of all services for the homeless. The report was a survey of 3,848 

service providers, asking for information on the type of services they provided. The main features of 

services for the homeless in Europe are as follows: 

• Most services for the homeless in Europe were developed by non-governmental 

organizations. These evolved in an ad hoc way, each organization developing its own 

approach, profile and.ethos, generally without regard to other services. Overall in Europe, 

over two-thirds of all services are provided by voluntary or non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs), but in some countries the figure is over 90%; 

• Services concentrate on meeting basic needs, such as food and shelter; 

• There is much fragmentation of services. Many provide a small range of services for a 
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defined and delineated target group. Few provide comprehensive services for a wide 

range of target groups; 

• Following the meeting of basic needs, information services are the most widespread; 

• Reintegration services come third as the main area of work in services for the homeless. 

These are subdivided into training, accommodation and other support services; and 

• Lobbying and research activities are a low priority among services for the homeless. 

The nature of reintegration services are discussed in more detail in Chapter 2. However, these 

findings were discouraging. Fragmentation, the concentration on basic needs and the absence of 

research were conditions which militated against the emergence of settlement models as part of 

comprehensive and planned services. Ireland fared poorly in the study, being one of the countries 

with the least integrated and researched services. 

The observatory found that many homeless people were recurrent users of the services of the 

homeless. This could be interpreted a number of ways, but they could point the way to a lack of 

resolution of the person's problem. Furthermore, length of stays in 'temporary' accommodation 

varied from about a month in some states to a year or more in others. Both findings pointed to a 

lack of onward accommodation opportunities and indicated a lack of settlement services or policies. 

1.4 EUROPEAN POLICY CONTEXT 

Homelessness generally, and services for the homeless in particular, must be seen in their 

proper policy context. Government policy responses to homelessness in Europe have come largely 

as a result of political action, media pressure and the campaigning work of non-governmental 

organizations. Government policies have tended to be reactive and short term. Typical examples 

are government drives to increase the number of shelter places during mid-winter. Government 

articulations of policy toward the homeless tend to emphasize their commitment to organizations 

providing shelter and immediate relief. Because of the short-term nature of such policies, settlement 

strategies are unlikely to be found within them. 

Few governments in Europe have devised comprehensive, national, pro-active attempts to address 

homelessness, establish a series of state responses to the problem, set targets for the reduction of 

homelessness, and monitor the outcomes. It is within such policies that one might reasonably 

expect to find some settlement policies. Possibly the only such examples where such strategies may 

be found are Finland and France, where the French government went far as to create a legal 

framework for the housing of the homeless (Loi Besson). 

In its comments on policies for the homeless in Europe, the European observatory divided them into 

three groups: 

• The majority of member states, who had failed to develop any national policies for the 

homeless; 

• A small number of states who had established national or regional responses; and 

• A group in between which recognized some, but limited, obligations to the homeless under 

particular conditions (Ireland fell within this category). 
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Government departments and agencies may have genuine difficulty in understanding the problem of 

homelessness and in trying to devise an appropriate response. As an issue, homelessness is seen as 

difficult, problematical and likely to require high-cost intervention with little prospect of long-term 

resolution. The homeless are often seen as the preserve of voluntary organizations who should look 

after them and their welfare. 

Perhaps the crux of the policy context revolves around housing. Governments throughout Europe 

have been generally unwilling to make homeless applicants an integral part of their housing 

programmes, because of a combination of factors: acute pressure on public and social housing, 

restricted public funding, disbelief that homeless people can 'manage' housing, denial that 

accommodation is at the core of the problem of homelessness and the stronger pressures of other 

groups for attention. Generally, homelessness is not seen as a problem which can be resolved 

through mainstream housing intervention and is an issue marginalized to the voluntary sector or 

limited government programmes. 

The likelihood of homeless people being made an integral part of housing provision receded during 

the period from the mid-1980s with the convergence of European housing policies toward home 

ownership and a reduction in the public and social sector. The overall amount of social housing 

declined. In some countries, the level of social housing was already very low. Few states make 

provision for a right to housing either in their constitution, laws or practice and for those which do, 

the operation of that right is defective.6 The second report of the European observatory on 

homelessness (14) came to the conclusion that a key factor was the inadequate supply of affordable, 

good quality housing for rental purposes. The housing problem was not just one of supply, but the 

lack of strategies, measures and systems to ensure that homeless people and other very 

disadvantaged groups had access to some of the limited supply available. Imaginative solutions to 

the housing problems of young people and the young homeless were rare.8 

A further problem in the policy context was one of information-flow and consultation. Often, 

relationships between voluntary organizations and governments were either tenuous or hostile. The 

European observatory on homelessness commented that governments showed a marked reluctance 

to recognize the role and value of the voluntary sector, sometimes even acting contrary to its advice. 

As a result, coordinated national strategies were not devised and the knowledge of model 

approaches to homelessness (including settlement) was poorly circulated. 

Overall, the policy context is a difficult one. The burden of meeting the needs of the homeless 

across Europe has fallen largely on voluntary organizations. Divisions of roles between voluntary 

organizations and the state have often been inappropriate, with voluntary organizations expected to 

meet basic needs without adequate resources. Governments have not allocated resources to 

homelessness commensurate with the size and scale of the problem. European governments have 

moved slowly and inadequately to respond. Despite the fact that homelessness and poor housing 

are European phenomena with transnational trends and patterns, European housing ministers meet 

only annually and do not accept that the European Union should have a role or competence in this 

area of activity. As a result, even the prospects of exchanges of information among policy-makers 

concerned with housing and homelessness are limited. 
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1.5 SUMMARY 

This chapter shows that homelessness is a serious problem across Europe. Conservative 

estimates are that over 1.8m people are affected in the course of each year. Responses to the 

problem of homelessness have been led by non-governmental organizations. The services which 

they provide are basic and suffer from fragmentation. Government responses to homelessness 

have generally been short-term, few states devising national strategies. This is not a propitious 

environment in which to search for settlement strategies. The next chapter examines the context for 

settlement strategies and services in Europe. 
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Chapter 2: 
Settlement services for the homeless in Europe 

As seen in chapter 1, the European observatory on homelessness has provided some 

preliminary information on settlement services in Europe. This chapter examines how important are 

settlement strategies and services in the context of European services generally (2.1). The chapter 

then goes on to look at the broad picture of settlement strategies and services in Europe (2.2). 

A summary is provided (3.3). 

2.1 BROAD PICTURE OF SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES AND SERVICES IN EUROPE 

How important were settlement strategies and services? Table 2 provides details of the 

prominence of settlement services within the overall picture. 

TABLE 2: PROMINENCE OF SETTLEMENT AIMS IN SERVICES FOR THE HOMELESS 

IN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

Country or region 

Belgium - Wallonia 

Belgium - Flanders 

Denmark 

Germany 

Greece 

Italy 

Luxembourg 

Portugal 

Rep. Ireland 

UK - N. Ireland 

UK - Scotland 

Spain 

Settlement services 
as % total services 

66% 

99% 

90% 

54% 

30% 

6 1 % 

94% 

43% 

30% 

16% 

33% 

2% 

Source: Mary Daly: European homelessness - the rising tide. First report of the European observatory on homelessness. FEANTSA, 
Berchem, Belgium, 1992. 

The question about services produced an unusually wide range of responses within the survey as a 

whole (from 2% to 99%). As such, it raised issues about how organizations interpreted the question. 

Nevertheless, even with this caveat, it is possible to make a judgement that, whereas in some 

countries services with settlement aims are very important (e.g. Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg), 



Chapter Two 

they are much less important in a number of other member states (e.g. Spain, both parts of Ireland, 

Greece). The report of the observatory commented that basic needs services were of themselves 

insufficient to prevent homelessness. Services of a reintegrative nature are needed and these are 

seriously under-developed in a number of states.9 

Besides the work of the observatory, there is other evidence for the existence of settlement strategies 

and services in Europe. Comments are available on models of settlement services for the homeless in 

Denmark in a study, seemingly a skeptical one, made before the observatory's reports. It noted 

how a survey of residents housing aspirations had been conducted in a night shelter in Copenhagen: 

'Amazingly many, 70%, wished an independent life as proprietor, tenant or lodger. However, the 

interviewer only judged such a form realistic for 30% taking into account both the economic 

situation and the ability to manage their own housekeeping.' The services there had embarked on a 

number of housing communities or home share ventures, in which homeless people were resettled 

in supervised flats with common living areas. The aim of these housing communities was to make 

the residents more capable of living a more independent life, with a less institutional stamp and at 

the same time to stimulate fellowship within the group. 

At an academic level, the importance of settlement services has been recognized for some time. 

The Council of Europe's study group on homelessness came to the following conclusions: 

The provision of temporary shelter, in resolving the immediate problem of the lack of a roof, hardly 

contributes to the restoration of a stable normal life for a person or a family. If shelter is not 

accompanied by a range of social measures and the rapid return to housing, the situation of 

homelessness is likely to be recurrent. Strategies for resettlement require approaches which are 

carefully devised and adapted for each person. 

The important elements include resettlement to a quality home adapted to the person's needs and 

one not inferior to the norm; and support and material aid during the period of transition. 

Participation in training activity could assist in the process of resettlement and improving self-esteem. 

The support of a resettlement team could make the difference between success and meeting 

difficulties which could lead to a person becoming homeless once again. Resettlement must 

concentrate on de-stigmatizing the experience of being homeless. 

In his study of services for the homeless in Europe at the time, Renard described the type of 

resettlement work then under way. The main efforts of voluntary organizations, he found, were 

devoted to negotiating flats for homeless people in private rented accommodation, some providing 

social worker support once they moved in. 

Further evidence of settlement strategies, or the lack of them, was also available from individual 

countries at around the same time. In Ireland, resettlement strategies featured little in government 

strategies to assist the homeless. Even when the government introduced legislation to require local 

authorities to house homeless people, there was little evidence of planning and support strategies 

being applied or sufficient resources allocated.12 Evidence from Germany confirmed that Irish 

experience that that where homeless people had been resettled by the housing authorities, they 

had been often located in distant, poor-quality ghetto housing estates for all problem housing 

groups and without adequate support. Inevitably, further problems arose.13 
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2.2 T O W A R D A M O D E L OF SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES A N D SERVICES FOR THE 

HOMELESS IN EUROPE 

The evidence studied earlier points to the existence of settlement services for the homeless 

in Europe. However, they operate in the context of under-developed, under-funded and fragmented 

services provided by non-governmental organizations. The evidence for settlement strategies is 

much less encouraging. Although the concept of settlement and its desirability appears to be 

accepted among those concerned with homelessness (see Renard, above), the under-developed 

nature of government policies toward the homeless means that such strategies may not in practice 

be widespread or intensive. 

This leads us to make an early and important distinction between settlement strategies and services 

in Europe. Settlement strategies suggest a coordinated, planned national (or regional) effort to settle 

homeless people resident in hostels, night shelters or similar institutions, in accommodation of a 

transitional or permanent nature. They will be, by definition, accompanied by settlement services. 

However, the fragmented nature of services and the absence of government policies, whether for 

settlement or any other aspect of responding to homelessness, suggests that it many countries may 

have settlement services without there being settlement policies or strategies at work. Thus, non

governmental organizations may be engaged in the settlement of homeless people in the absence of 

a governmental policy. 

The task of this research is to look for and characterize settlement strategies at work in Europe. As 

such, it will concentrate on strategies at work at national and regional level. While doing so, it will 

also engage in the secondary task of examining the services at work which support such strategies 

where they exist; and services which operate in the absence of national or regional strategies. This 

researcher examined the evidence for settlement strategies at work in Europe. This combined a 

study of the literature, the reports of the European observatory, consultation with experts and site 

visits (see methodology). The outcomes were as follows: 

First, there is no one 'European model' of resettlement. Policies and practices in working with the 

homeless vary from state to state: this applies as much to settlement as other policies. Models of 

housing and welfare differ considerably from state to state, even though there are elements in 

common and evidence of converging trends. 

Second, there are risks in making categorizations in approaches to resettlement in Europe. However, 

this researcher is clear that three approaches to resettlement are in evidence in the European Union. 

One does not wish to over-dogmatize about these categories, for elements of each may sometimes 

be found in the same member state. Policies toward the homeless in each country are neither so 

rigorous nor monolithic as to prevent different approaches at work in similar regions. Nevertheless 

these three approaches are discernible paradigms, with distinct characteristics, definable philosophies 

and different underlying assumptions. Table 3 illustrates these three models (over). Some distinct 

models may even be found in the same state. 

Third, there are marked differences between the role of the local authorities in most European states, 

compared to Ireland. There, the regional and local authorities have considerable authority, 

autonomy and finance to devise and develop housing programmes and services for the homeless. 

Here, local authorities have much less power within the national system of local government, and 

virtually no tax-raising authority. Some European programmes for the homeless may be local 

authority - led in a way which is neither possible nor conceivable in Ireland. 
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TABLE 3: STRATEGIES FOR SETTLEMENT IN EUROPE 

Model 

Working basis 

Countries where 

model is 

in evidence 

Normalization 

Move people direct 

to 'normal ' housing 

Germany 

Finland 

Scotland 

Tiered 

One or more interim 

stages before moving 

to normal housing 

Austria 

Britain 

France 

Italy 

Greece 

(Germany) 

Staircase of transition 

Series of stages, with 

sanctions, in progress 

toward normal housing 

Sweden 

(Netherlands) 

(Germany) 

In the context of this model, Ireland would probably fit the tiered model. These three paradigms 

will be explored next, in chapters 3, 4 and 5 respectively. The operation of these strategies and 

models will, as required by the terms of reference, be examined in particular detail in three 

countries. Those chosen are Germany, Austria and Sweden. These countries were selected for two 

reasons: first, because the richest data were available in these cases; and second, because evaluative 

material is available in two of them (Germany and Austria) and critical commentaries available on a 

third (Sweden). The German experience is given the most detailed treatment of all three, for 

settlement strategies have been the most debated, planned and studied in that country. 

2.3 SUMMARY 

Settlement services are widespread in Europe. They are not the principal work of the 

voluntary organizations which provide services for the homeless, but occupy an important role in the 

work of these groups, third in their order of priorities. Evidence for a set of European strategies on 

settlement is less visible, and one must study national examples to find common models, ideas and 

concepts. In the event, one may group settlement strategies into three: the models of 

normalization, tiered approaches and the staircase of transition. Study of these three models, and 

extracting the lessons and implications arising, is now the core task of this research. 
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Chapter 3: 
The normalization model 

The first model under examination is termed the normalization model. This term is devised for 

purposes of this research only and is not a term that would automatically be recognized elsewhere. 

It takes as it starting point that homeless people have the same needs as other citizens for shelter, 

housing and support; that what homeless people desire, need and are suited for is normal, 

conventional, mainstream housing; that homeless people, whilst still needing support, should be 

moved into conventional accommodation as rapidly as possible and direct from the night shelter or 

hostel. It plays down, even denies, homeless people as deviant, pathological, inadequate and with 

limited abilities or expectations. The model emphasizes environmental aspects of the homeless 

experience as causative of a person's problems, rather than the character or nature of the homeless 

person him or herself. It even opposes the notion of transitional housing that trains a homeless 

person for later independent living. 

The operation of this model is examined first in Germany (3.1) and then in Finland (3.2). There is a 

passing reference to the use of the normalization model in Scotland (3.3). A summary is made (3.4). 

3.1 G E R M A N Y 

The operation of the normalization model in Germany is described. First, the origin of this 

approach, leading to a number of pilot projects, is explained (3.1.1). Its operation in two cities is 

examined in detail: first, in Hannover (3.1.2); then in Bielefeld (3.1.3). Examples of other settlement 

strategies and services are drawn from other German cities (3.1.4). The German experience is then 

summarized (3.1.5). 

The concept of settlement is widely accepted in Germany. Settlement services are numerous. There 

are 584 social services for the single homeless in Germany: settlement services number 311. Later, 

this chapter returns to examine settlement services in more detail. First, regional settlement 

strategies are examined. 

Before that, and by way of preface, some introductory remarks are made on homelessness in 

Germany. The level of homelessness in Germany ranges from 500,000 to 900,000 (see table 1, 

above). Of this total, 23,788 use specific services for the homeless, as recorded by the national 

documentation system.14 Homelessness rose rapidly in Germany in the late 1980s, due to 

disinvestment in housing and the arrival of German and other migrants from the east. A national 

programme of housing construction of 2.2m units (1992-5) has since led to an abatement, but the 

problem remains acute. It must be emphasized that policies in Federal Germany toward the 

homeless vary from state to state, from city to city and from one local authority to another, some 

devising imaginative programmes to respond to homelessness and other acute social problems, 

others not. The normalization model discussed here is by no means a 'German model ' , for the other 

models discussed in chapters 4 and 5 may also be found at work in some parts of Germany. 
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3.1.1 ORIG IN OF N O R M A L I Z A T I O N APPROACH 

The notion of settlement for homeless people in Germany may be said to be found in the 

German Federal Welfare Act, 1962 (amended 1974) #72, which specifies that the state must provide 

'support and assistance' for people in overcoming social difficulties. The Act underlined the principle 

that the state should secure the economic position of homeless people and facilitate their 

participation in community life. The integrative concepts of the Act were, at the time, more of a 

challenge to voluntary organizations than the state, for the latter ran quite institutional services for 

the homeless, some dating to the labour colonies of the 19th century. The Act forced them to revise 

their approaches: many started housing projects, developed housing associations, or rented flats for 

their former residents. The Act began to break down traditional governmental and popular 

distinctions between homeless families (who deserved municipal housing) and single homeless 

people (who deserved institutional support given by voluntary organizations). It is now broadly 

accepted that the provision of permanent accommodation for homeless people is the goal of 

services working with the homeless. 

Unhappily, this shift in governmental, popular and non-governmental opinion took place at a time of 

the contraction of the housing market in Germany under the pressures induced by reunification. 

Many homeless people remain in institutional accommodation (15,000 in 270 services), although 

the services provided by voluntary organizations have expanded into advocacy, day centres, 

resettlement and other projects.15 

So, from the beginning of the 1990s, agents of social work for homeless people in many 

municipalities started to commit themselves to house building for the homeless and to invent 

schemes which were to provide the homeless with normal, separate and permanent housing at the 

usual contractual conditions combined with complementary support for integration (my emphasis). 

This shift in perspective and paradigm was reflected in government when the German Federal 

Department for Spatial Planning, Construction and Urban Development ran seven pilot schemes in 

settlement. The pilot schemes were called EXWOST (EXPerimenteller WOhnungs und STadtbau). 

Conceptually, all were based on the provision of accommodation for homeless people with normal, 

inexpensive housing wi th standard tenancy arrangements in non-stigmatized surroundings. 

Formally, these schemes were presented as an action-research project in experimental urban 

development, but in practice they represented a unified attempt to run a series of comparative 

settlement projects that were more flexible than the schemes of 'stepped reintegration' run in 

Germany up till then. The pilot schemes covered a wide range of groups - families, single homeless, 

ex-offenders and people discharged from care. The numbers of homeless people involved were 

quite small, ranging from nine to 25 in each project. All involved non-governmental organizations, 

the transition from shelters to permanent accommodation and the provision of social worker 

support. They operated from 1990-4, being then evaluated over the period 1994-7.17 From the 

perspective of this study, the level of evaluation has proved to be unusually detailed, especially in the 

cases of Hannover and Bielefeld. A considerable effort was put into the research aspect of the pilot 

projects, a series of research bulletins being issued. Each individual project was examined in detail 

(in the case of Hannover, a book-length report was published)18 and an overall evaluation of the 

programme has also been made. The German federal housing minister endorsed the launch of the 

initial results. 
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The seven pilot schemes were as follows. Those described in more detail here are italicized (below). 

TABLE 4: GERMAN EXWOST PILOT SCHEMES IN SETTLEMENT, 1990-7 

Location 

Berlin 

Bielefeld 

Hagen 

Hannover 

jena 

Rudersdorf 

Stuttgart 

No. of units 

25 

24 

12 

12 

13 

14 

9 

Categories 

Homeless families 

Long-term homeless people 

Homeless single parents 

Single homeless people 

Families & single homeless people 

Young people discharged from care 

Ex-offenders 

Note: these were the figures at the start of these projects. In practice, the outcomes were different in some cases. 

3.1.2 HANNOVER 

In Hannover, homeless people were resettled from six different shelters into 12 flats, each 

30m2, in one 1 2-floor building with a communal store room and laundry. The project was run by 

Soziale Wohnraumhilfe, part of the large German protestant welfare organization, Diakonisches Werk 

and as a result it was able to draw on church funds. Of the first 12 to be settled there, three were 

women and nine were men; most had been homeless for over a year. 

The evaluation covered the histories of 16 people: the original 12 who settled in the flats and four 

who replaced four who left. For the first 12 residents, three left for other flats and one was evicted 

for failure to pay rent, in turn related to drug addiction. Of the original 12, three managed to get 

work and one went to college. The evaluation followed the psychological experience of those who 

had been resettled. For most, there was great joy at being rehoused in a normal flat, but this was 

followed quickly by loneliness and a long period of time rebuilding relationships in the block and 

outside it. 

The evaluation provides quite detailed information on the type of services that were a necessary part 

of the settlement strategy. Support for the residents was provided by social workers. This could be 

broken down into the following pattern (table 5): 
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TABLE 5: NATURE AND INTENSITY OF SOCIAL WORKER SUPPORT REQUIRE 

FOR SETTLEMENT 

Phase of project> 

Type of support 

required 

Frequency and 

intensity 

Start 

Furnishing 

Furniture 

Finance 

Frequent 

Mid-term 

Jobs 

Training 

Social relationships 

Getting on with 

other residents 

Infrequent 

1-3 hrs a month 

For some, none 

Occasional 

Crisis 

For those who need it, 

between 6 and 

20hr/month 

Thus all residents required help at the very beginning with sorting out the physical aspects of their 

tenancy and in making financial arrangements. After this period of moving in, residents then 

required help with social relationships and attempting to find work. Some required no help at all, 

and for others it became infrequent. For some, though, intensive crisis support was occasionally 

necessary. The average amount of support time given was 6.5 hours per resident per month. The 

evaluation observed that after a period, relationships between all the tenants of the buildings were 

normalized and were not markedly different among the homeless category. In its other settlement 

projects, Soziale Wohnraumhilfe found that about half resettled people required regular care and 

intervention. These interventions had to be flexible, effective, properly planned and funded and in 

some cases frequent. 

The evaluation provided some detailed information on the costs of the strategy in Hannover. The 

costs of settlement services were calculated as follows and then compared to the costs per month of 

shelter accommodation (table 6): 

TABLE 6: COSTS PER MONTH OF SETTLEMENT AND SHELTER SERVICES 

Settlement services 

Rent & related 

Social welfare 

Building (capital charge) 

Housing administration 

Social work support 

Total 

292 Ecu 

276.80 Ecu 

30.50 Ecu 

96.50 Ecu 

224.20 Ecu 

940 Ecu 

Shelter 

1,809 Ecu* 

*This is the estimate given in this evaluation. Elsewhere, the costs of providing shelter accommodation in Germany have been variously 
calculated at between 1,240 Ecu and 2,100 Ecu monthly. Note that these estimates apply to all Soziale Wohnraumhilfe flats, not just 
those in this project. Source: Busch-Geertsema, 1998. 
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Evaluation of the project concluded that, purely in financial terms, the cost of resettlement is 

ultimately about half that of keeping people in night shelters. New housing does have a considerable 

start-up charge (in this case, of the capital costs of the project, 58% was financed by the regional 

government, 26% was met by the social housing company involved and 16% by commercial loans). 

However, night shelters have very high staffing and running costs compared to permanent 

accommodation. [In a separate study of services for the homeless in Bremen, researchers calculated 

the cost of individual accommodation, with settlement services, as 1160 Ecu/person/month, whilst 

night shelters cost about Eu.1,700/person/month].19 

3.1.3 BIELEFELD 

In Bielefeld, homeless people were relocated from a traditional hostel, which was closing, to 

eight flats in a 3-storey house, 10 flats (2 shared) in a converted 2-storey house and 6 flats in an 

older building. Altogether 26 places were allocated to homeless people in these flat complexes, the 

buildings concerned having additional places for other categories of public housing need. The 

project was funded by the housing and other public authorities of the region (North Rhine 

Westphalia and the city of Bielefeld). The resettled residents were elderly, many had poor health, 

half abused substances. The average length of homelessness was 1 3 years. One fifth had never 

managed independent accommodation before. 

The average floorspace of each flat was between 39m and 47m . The new flats were built close to 

the old shelter, which meant that existing contacts in the neighbourhood were preserved. Shelter 

staff were reassigned to the settlement project, but the number of staff overall was reduced by about 

half. There was some discussion in the project of making the housing conditional on attending 

rehabilitational programmes, but this was not pursued. The decision reached was that residents 

would receive support only if they requested it. 

The settlement process appears to have been successful in enabling the men to reach a degree of 

independence, manage their own accommodation and finances and maintain and form social 

relationships. About one-third continued to need on-going social work support, mainly in crisis 

situations, but also for help in getting health services, filling in forms, the organization of leisure time 

activities and in problems with other tenants. The overall need for support services declined over 

t ime. 

Post evaluation found that most of the settled residents engaged in more activities and had 

developed more skills after they moved compared to beforehand. They maintained or expanded 

their neighbourhood contacts. They themselves expressed the opinion that their situation had 

improved, that they were less stressed and felt more independent. Some received visitors in their 

flats, some acquired telephones, whilst others restored family contacts. They required more health 

care than before, but this may have been related to the fact that they were ageing. Of the first 

round of 18 who resettled, five no longer required personal assistance. Six required on-going 

professional assistance and seven required help at a level that could be provided by volunteers. 

Whilst the residents experienced on-going problems with payment of rent, noise and cleanliness, 

these were manageable. 
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One of the findings of the resettlement service was that it was not always a straightforward matter to 

predict which individual homeless person would require help, at what intensity and for how long. 

Not all the homeless population needs special assistance by social workers. Often the concrete 

individual need of assistance becomes clear only after re-housing and in the course of tenancies. 

There may be no need at all, or need of care may be high in the beginning and decrease later but it 

may also increase some time after living independently. In other cases it may recur from time to 

time, or the type of required assistance may change. 

As in the Hannover pilot programme, the project was likely to result in significant financial savings in 

the medium and long-term. The staff of the old hostel numbered 6.5, whereas the housing projects 

required 0.5 staff to run. 

The evaluation concluded that: 

The pilot project is successful on the whole, showing that even long-term homeless people with 

severe social and health problems can manage in normal flats with appropriate support and care, 

develop new competencies there, establish social contacts with neighbours, partners and members 

of their family and they are also more independent and satisfied. 

The evaluation noted that both the Hannover and Bielefeld projects had been carried out by 

traditional organizations working with the homeless, for whom these projects had meant a radical 

change in approach: 

Innovative approaches are turning points in the concepts of services for homeless people. According 

to this new idea of support for the homeless, the integration of homeless people into normal, 

separate and permanent housing, combined with additional personal care if needed, is a basic 

requirement of integration of the homeless into society. 

3.1.4 GERMANY: CONCLUSIONS FROM EXPERIMENTAL PROJECTS 

The principal conclusions reached as a result of the German experimental projects were: 

• Settlement works when homeless people are provided with normal, mainstream, 

inexpensive housing in non-stigmatized surroundings; 

• With a good flow of people into settlement, it is possible to reduce places in shelters; 

• Rehousing puts an end to homelessness, but not to poverty or exclusion from the job 

market. Homeless people moving to independent accommodation found that their new 

levels of income were quite low. There was no financial incentive for the move to 

independence; 

• Likewise, these new-build and conversion projects were not in themselves a solution to the 

housing of homeless people in Germany. Even if there were a large number of such projects 

by voluntary organizations, the homeless problem would still remain. They are too small in 

scale, compared to the size of the problem. Ultimately, better access to mainstream 

housing and to the existing stock must be confronted. There is a limited amount of finance 

for new building and new projects, so the homeless must receive greater opportunities 

within the existing housing stock; 

• Financially, the cost of providing settlement services was about half the cost of providing 

shelter services; 
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• The staff numbers required for running housing settlement projects are much less than 

those required for running night shelters, about half; 

• Settlement services must be as tailor-made and individualized as possible. Most homeless 

people, while requiring initial assistance, did not need significant help after about three 

months, but some needed occasional, intensive intervention; 

• It is not risk-free and there will be tenancy problems, but they are manageable. 

The last point merits elaboration. According to the FEANTSA EUROHOME discussions: 

Client choice as to his or her living environment should be an important consideration... We have to 

look at what kind of housing a homeless persons wants and needs. A range of supported housing 

projects reflecting different models of reintegration should therefore be available so as to provide 

maximum choice as to the kind, level and timing of support a person requires. 

For voluntary organizations, these projects raise a dilemma for voluntary organizations as to who 

should carry out such normalization programmes. The German federal coalition for the homeless 

has warned voluntary organizations of the dangers, complexity and level of commitment required 

for them to get involved in large-scale social housing projects. 

3.1.5 OTHER GERMAN EXPERIENCES OF SETTLEMENT 

These were two of seven pilot projects. In practice, as may be seen, the numbers of people 

involved are small. About 20 to 25 projects have since been modelled on the lines of the EXWOST 

experiment. 

A number of settlement strategies have been adopted in German cities either at the time of the pilot 

projects or subsequently. Many are the result of political initiatives in city governments, in practice 

where there are social democrat and green coalitions. These are now reviewed. 

The City of Hamburg developed a number of settlement-orientated innovative programmes for the 

homeless in 1994. The programme was partly motivated by the silting up of the city's shelter 

places, which then numbered 2,500. These comprised three elements: 

• Reduction in the number of shelter places in the city by half, to between 1,200 and 1,400; 

• Work projects (arbeitsladen) to promote reintegration to the labour market; and 

• Increasing the range of housing options for homeless people. 

The work projects were designed to provide homeless people with the work experience that would 

enable them to move into the labour market. In practice, although the work projects themselves 

were successful, the placement rate in the labour market was very low and the project did not 

succeed in this primary aim. 

Under the programme to increase the housing opportunities for homeless people, the city recruited 

a team of specialists to find and earmark flats for homeless people. This process was successful in 

locating a thousand flats. The city then approached the landlords with a view to placing homeless 

people in these flats. The provision of social work support was considered an essential element in 

selling these proposals to landlords: 
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The acquisition of flats and other housing facilities was principally accompanied by the supply of 

social services helping the homeless in the case of any trouble. Such a service is necessary to 

establish a sustainable housing situation; it is also helpful to convince the landlord to accept the 

homeless person as a tenant. 

Similar initiatives have also been followed in Frankfurt and in other German cities. Nearby, in 

Giessen, Hessen, the municipal authorities modernized the social housing estates, providing extra 

financial incentives for social housing agencies to take homeless people. In 1993, the city of Berlin 

government, the Senate, took an initiative to combat the rising level of homelessness in the city, 

which had increased from 5,577 in 1988 to 11,603 by then.25 The decision was taken to allocate 

2,000 homes a year for the settlement of homeless people in what was termed a protected part of 

the housing market (geschutzes Marktsegment). Two thirds were single homeless people. The 

accommodation was earmarked by quotas in each of the city's 19 social housing agencies. The 

programme fell short of its quota in the first year, only 1,667 homes actually being supplied. 

Nevertheless, the initiative had the effect of cutting homelessness in the city to 10,558 in 1994, its 

first full year of operation and to 9,551 by the end of the first quarter of 1995. Since then, the 

quota of allocations for homeless people was raised to 3,000 homes a year. However, with a change 

in the city government and the christian democrats assuming responsibility for social programmes, 

the strategy has been pursued less vigorously. 

The city of Hannover had been housing homeless people, mainly families, in significant numbers 

since the 1980s. In 1988, the city introduced a new plan to speed up the housing of homeless 

people, upgrade the quality of accommodation provided, allocate homes in a wider range of areas 

and refocus the programme around settlement. The new programme was called 'New ideas about 

accommodation' (Neukonzeption der Unterkunfte), was led by a project group and was executed by 

the city's housing agency, GBH (Gesselschaft Bauen und Wohnen). Under the programme, new flats 

were provided; existing city flats were modernized, improved and made more attractive; and rents 

were subsidized. The key objective was to maximize the ability of homeless people to stay in their 

new accommodation. Accordingly, a lavish level of social worker support was provided - medical, 

psychological, educational, training, addiction-prevention, work opportunities, programmes for the 

renewal of family contact and community participation. Participants were invited to draw up 

personal plans. For homeless people with a history of debt, a temporary tenancy was provided until 

the debt was cleared. The programme emphasized the importance of newly-homeless people being 

relocated as soon as possible. Over a six year period, homelessness in Hannover was reduced from 

1,853 in 1990 to 600 in 1996, down by two-thirds.26 Another consequence of the programme was 

that there was a reduction in the number of shelter places in the city from 2,450 (1995) to 1,200 

(1997). 

Another north German city, Bremen, has also reduced its night shelter population, closing the city's 

largest shelter. The process of reducing the numbers in night shelters has been welcomed by the 

federal coalition for the homeless, which argues that shelters should be used for emergency and 

short-term care only. 

Turning now to settlement services, these are widespread in Germany (see 3.1, above). Most are 

provided by voluntary and church-based organizations (principally Diakonie but also Caritas),27 
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funded by regional and city governments. They are funded under the German Federal Welfare Act, 

#72 and the typical service has two social workers. This Act is important both for its principled 

commitment to preventative work and reintegration; and for obliging regional and local 

governments to fund these types of services for the homeless where they do not exist. 

The typical model comprises between 1.5 social workers in the provincial areas to 5-7 social workers 

in the larger urban areas. They provide: 

- Information on social welfare and other entitlements; 

- Assistance in renting a private flat or obtaining other accommodation; 

- Advice on social problems and issues; 

- Referral to other services, as required. 

These services attempt to settle homeless people in private housing or social housing in their 

respective areas. Some services attempt to negotiate quotas with social housing agencies (e.g. 5% 

to 7% of allocations for the homeless). In practice, their success depends on the nature and 

pressures of the local housing market and the policies of local government in the area concerned. 

Most settlement services attempt to obtain normal accommodation for homeless people, trying as 

best they can to meet the choices of their clients. For homeless people, these services are valuable in 

offering a range of assistance, all or part of which may be availed of for shorter or longer periods of 

t ime. 

Three specific examples are described here. Zentral Beratungstelle Stuttgart (ZBS), in cooperation 

wi th four other voluntary organizations in Stuttgart, provides a range of services for the homeless in 

Stuttgart.29 These are divided into streetwork, day centres, initial advice services and onward advice 

and welfare. Their aim is to assist homeless people with obtaining and keeping accommodation; 

getting work; and with integration into the community. Their activities are very much geared around 

settlement. A total of 3,470 people were helped in 1996, the last year for which full figures are 

available. The service keeps detailed records of the destinations of homeless people assisted by the 

service, such as accommodation, work situation and income outcomes. For example, under 

accommodation, there is a record of whether homeless people end up in furnished or other 

accommodation, nursing care, staying with friends, in hotels, custody or elsewhere. Data are also 

provided breaking down these figures by gender, age and geographical origin. One qualification of 

these data is that they apply to those within the record keeping system on the last day of the year 

concerned and they do not necessarily follow clients over a long period of time. 

A similar service is provided by Ambulante Hilfe Hamburg e.V. which runs four advice centres in the 

city of Hamburg.30 (The term 'ambulante hilfe' is widely used for these services. Literally, it means 

'out-patient help' but in practice the phrase conveys a wide set of concepts concerned with 

settlement, community and non-institutional care). Likewise, their work is geared to finding 

accommodation and other settlement possibilities for homeless people. One of the four advice 

centres (Beratungstelle Altona) assisted 500 homeless people into accommodation in the course of 

the ten years 1986-95. Ambulante Hilfe Hamburg keeps records of the accommodation situation of 

the person seeking help and the destination after its intervention, with a breakdown by age, gender 

and length of time homeless. Although their prime role is the provision of services, groups like 
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Ambulante Hilfe Hamburg engage in campaigning activities to promote the rights of homeless 

people. 

Third, Zentral Beratungstelle Hannover, established in Hannover in 1976, provides 11 advice and day 

centres, streetwork social services and specialized debt advice.31 With 80 staff, it has a budget of 

3m Ecu. Unlike the other settlement services, it has its own social housing association, Sozial 

Wohnraumhilfe, which has 1 36 homes on its books ranging from the planned to the completed, 

comprising new build and conversion, social worker support being available for homeless people 

moving in to these homes. 

Finally, in discussing services for the homeless in Germany, it should be added that there is a national 

documentation system on the numbers using services for the homeless in the federal republic, the 

nature of assistance provided and the outcomes of the intervention. The system records the 

destinations of people helped during the year, leaving services or whose file was closed in the course 

of the year. For example, in 1995, 34.5% of homeless people assisted went into normal 

accommodation; 20.6% to live with friends or relatives; 6 . 1 % to shelters and others to various other 

services and types of accommodation. Information is also available on their work and income 

situation. This is not a system of long-term follow-up, but it can give year-by-year information on 

settlement patterns. The system also provides indicative information on the preferences of homeless 

people for their own future, 74.6% expressing the desire for their own, conventional 

accommodation. 

3.2 F INLAND 

Finland is the second 

main example of the 

normalization model at work. 

The development of this model 

involved a fundamental shift in 

the conceptualization of services 

for the homeless in Finland: 

Services considered most useful 

for the majority of homeless 

people in the late 1960s and 

well into the 1970s are 

nowadays considered necessary 

only for a small minority of 

homeless people. Service 

provision made a vast shift from 

night shelters to care and 

treatment measures. An even 

greater shift has taken place since then, to the dominance of housing policy measures combined 

with other social welfare measures.34 
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The settlement strategies at work are now reviewed under the following headings: origins (3.2.1), 

national outcomes (3.2.2), outcomes in Helsinki (3.2.3), settlement services provided (3.2.4) and 

strategies for the young homeless or at risk (3.2.5). Conclusions are drawn (3.2.6). 

3.2.1 ORIGINS 

The current Finnish model of settlement strategy dates back to 1983, when the then newly-

elected government stated as one of its policy objectives the elimination of homelessness. In order 

to devise a policy that would achieve this objective, the government relied on the approach of the 

Homes for the homeless committee. This committee took the view that the goal of government 

policy should be ' to provide normal homes' for the homeless, or, as once termed 'ordinary housing 

for people with problems'. Finnish housing policy at the time had a strong egalitarian, regulatory 

thrust. 

The government's programme was based on a firm statistical knowledge of the extent and nature of 

homelessness. Since the early 1980s, the National Housing Board (now known as the Housing Fund 

of Finland) had conducted annual housing market surveys, a key element of which was 

measurement of the extent of homelessness. The homeless in Finland were defined as those living 

out of doors; in a night shelter, hostel or similar institution; or temporarily living with friends or 

relatives because of no other place to go. 

The level of homelessness in Finland was then estimated at 20,000. The government decided that 

1 8,000 homes should be earmarked for the homeless over the period 1 987-1992. Most would 

come from municipal stock. In addition, the government approved the establishment of a 

foundation to purchase homes in mainstream accommodation to allocate to homeless people who 

would have more difficulty in coping on their own. Called the Y-Foundation, its founder members 

were Finland's five largest cities, the Association of Finnish Local Authorities, the Red Cross, the 

Finnish Association for Mental Health, the state alcohol monopoly and the associations for 

construction workers and employers. As part of these measures, state housing resources were 

targeted to those local authorities known to have the most severe problems of homelessness. 

3.2.2 NATIONAL OUTCOMES 

The policy did not succeed in its national objectives. The policy failed to take account of the 

generation of new homelessness during the period and the number of homes made available did not 

reach the target. It is possible that the programme began to lose momentum with the economic 

crisis which affected Finland after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1 991. 

Nevertheless, the results were, by international standards, quite striking. The outcome was that 

homelessness was halved and fell to 9,600 by 1996 (see figure 1). The number of shelter beds fell 

dramatically. Most homeless people were rehoused in municipal accommodation, without support; 

and for those deemed to require support, assistance was provided. The level of homelessness fell 

f rom 3.3 per 1,000 people nationally to 2.5; and from 9.3 per 1,000 people in Helsinki to 7.5 per 

1,000 people. Many small and middle-size towns closed their emergency shelters and reallocated 

these resources to ordinary or supported accommodation for homeless people. 
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3.2.3 OUTCOMES IN HELSINKI 

The national capital, Helsinki has been perhaps the most acid test of the policy. The highest 

level of homelessness in the state could be found there. Under the programme adopted in 1987, 

the numbers of shelter beds fell from 2,000 to 966 at present. The city authority's policy has been 

to minimize the use of hostel accommodation and to provide accommodation for the homeless from 

the normal stock. The city even took over two private hostels and closed them down. 

Figure 2, over, shows clearly the trends in homeless provision over the period 1985 to the present. 

The numbers out of doors fell from 200 to 30. The numbers in hostels were halved. The numbers 

in institutions fell by 60%. The numbers of homeless housed per year rose from 197 in 1985 to 

1,560 in 1994. 

Figure 2 

The current settlement strategy for the homeless in Helsinki,, involves: 

• Minimizing the use of hostel and shelter accommodation; 

• Maximizing access for homeless people to housing. The homeless are top priority in 

allocations to municipal stock, which number 42,000 homes. About 1,200 units are made 

available to the homeless each year: 

• House purchase. Of 2,300 homes purchased in a year, about 1,000 are offered to the 

homeless. 300 are made available to the Y-Foundation; 

• Support services for homeless 

people by the city's special 

social services office; 

• Funding the work of the Y-

Foundation for the resettlement 

of those who need support. 

About 600 homeless people a 

year go to support homes. The 

city housing plan acknowledges 

the need for more intensively 

supported housing for particular 

groups of homeless people and 

for this reason provides ten 

support homes as transitional 

housing. These ten homes have 

between 12 to 24 residents. 

They are designed for the following types of homeless people - those wi th: 

• Substance abuse; 

• Mental health problems; 

• Loss of social skills following prolonged period of homelessness. 

The duration of stay is expected to be 18 months. It is clearly understood not to be a permanent 

placement. Originally these homes had been used for a wide range of homeless people who had 

been living in hostels, but they are now confined to categories in need of intensive services. 
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3.2.4 SETTLEMENT SERVICES PROVIDED 

Turning to the settlement services which accompany these settlement strategies, information 

is available on the services and methods used by two services: the Y-Foundation nationally and the 

Street Mission In Jyvaskyla. 

The Y-Foundation has now purchased 3,700 apartments throughout Finland and is buying new flats 

at the rate of 300 a year. The flats are spread out in different places as much as possible in order to 

avoid somat iza t ion . Each person moving into flats is assigned a personal helper or couple in 

support. These are voluntary workers, which is a radical break with the tradition of professional 

social work support. The role of the helper is to: 

• Listen and offer advice; 

• Provide practical help with keeping the home tidy, cooking and handling money; 

• Act as an intermediary with the authorities; 

• Develop the person's leisure and other interests. 

The work of the helper is governed by a memorandum of understanding between the helper, the 

foundation and the director of voluntary services in the area. The voluntary workers' role is a 

difficult and stressful one and they are given introductory and on-going training. Support is also 

provided to clients by the house managers of condominiums. The role of volunteer workers has 

been the subject of debate. Although there has been a strong emphasis on the training of 

volunteers and the importance of quality work by volunteers, questions have been raised as to 

whether, in certain situations, professional help is more appropriate. Initial feedback, however, is 

that voluntary helpers have played a positive role in enabling clients to cope with their new housing. 

The Street Mission project, Jyvaskyla, for example is a project dealing with substance-abusing 

homeless people who have slept rough and who would be considered hard to house. Although 

the project operated for many years as a night shelter, it reorientated itself as a housing service. The 

Street Mission receives funding of 388,000 Ecu a year from the local authority and currently provides 

1 20 beds for male and female homeless alcoholics. The aim of the service is to 'provide each client 

wi th a form of housing suitable to his or her needs'. People who need assistance arrive at what is 

called a 'sobering up station', whence they are allocated accommodation. The flats available are of 

21m area, with a bed-sitting room, kitchen and bathroom. The Street Mission also provides a day 

centre when residents may come for company and assistance. 

The housing units of the Jyvaskyla Street Mission do not constitute a housing model in clearly-

marked tiers in which the client proceeds or even hopes to proceed from one tier to the next. The 

main thing is to provide a form of housing that corresponds to the client's need at the time. The 

housing is well designed, built and financed as normal social housing. 

Whilst in the Street Mission's accommodation, clients are invited (but not required) to accept the 

help of a support person. Residents are encouraged later to move on to the main housing stock of 

the local authority and this has been successful. The approach of the Street Mission and similar 

services is non-judgmental: people are not required to change their behaviour before being allocated 

accommodation (though there are rules about behaviour in the accommodation). 



Chapter Three 

3.2.5 SETTLEMENT SERVICES FOR THE YOUNG HOMELESS OR AT RISK 

Finland has not only devised national and city-based settlement strategies, but approaches 

targeted toward different groups of homeless people and children who have been in care. For 

young homeless people, a number of settlement possibilities are available: 

• Social housing, provided through the Union of Youth Housing, generally for up to five years 

before moving on; 

• Apartments made available through the Y-foundation; 

• Foyers, (combined accommodation and training) currently being introduced in Finland; 

• For children who have been in care or required the intervention of the local authorities, 

supported housing. 

It is not unusual for young people to apply for social housing at an early stage in Finland. 27% of 

applicants for social housing are under 25. 

The system of supported housing for children who have been in care or who have been in difficulty 

involves the provision by the local authority of a flat in close proximity to a family which accepts 

responsibility to monitor, advise and assist the young person. On-going professional counselling 

care is also provided by social workers. Generally this arrangement lasts for from 18 months to two 

years, but sometimes longer. Afterwards, the young person moves on to a normal rental apartment, 

or the lease on the supported housing is converted into a permanent one. It is the job of the 

support family to assist, counsel and support the young person so that he or she can learn to cope 

independently. Support families must be interested in young people and have an open mind to 

youngsters with a child welfare background. No professional training is required. The family is paid 

a fee ranging from 43 Ecu to 300 Ecu a month. 6 

3.2.6 CONCLUSIONS ON SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES IN FINLAND 

The Finnish example is of interest to Ireland insofar as its pattern of housing tenure has 

similarities wi th this country, 70% of Finland's housing stock being in home ownership. Finland has 

clearly used the social renting sector (30%) to facilitate the housing of the homeless to a 

considerable extent. The core of the Finnish approach has been to use social housing for the large-

scale housing of homeless people: According to Karkkainen, 

The most important factor eliminating and preventing homelessness is the provision of a sufficient 

stock of social housing. 

The settlement of the housing of the homeless in Finland has taken place within a legislative 

framework which emphasizes the responsibilities of the municipal authorities toward homeless 

people. These are the Act of the development of housing conditions; the Social Welfare Act and the 

1995 constitution, which embraces the right to a home. 
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Finnish experts on housing and homelessness regard normalization as the key to breaking the cycle 

of homelessness in their country and thereby setting an international standard. Commenting on the 

earlier approaches, Karkkainen commented: 

Homelessness was recognized as a serious social problem demanding attention as late as the 1 970s. 

The measures were based on the idea of rehabilitation of the homeless. An extensive network of 

half-way homes and other institutions was established. Virtually no housing policy measures were 

proposed to solve the problem. No one thought of providing the homeless with ordinary homes 

and helping them to break free from the perpetual round of exclusion. 

As this section has shown, normalization approaches have been applied to categories of the 

homeless regarded as 'difficult' in other countries - alcoholics (Jyvaskyla) and the young homeless. 

Finnish experts have come to the following conclusions about the measures undertaken over the 

past ten years: 

• The government must be committed to the programmes for the elimination of 

homelessness. Local authorities and NCOs cannot bear sole responsibility alone. 

• Homelessness is seen primarily a housing policy problem. Its causes lie in the shortage of 

housing, especially of social housing, of small apartments with reasonable rents and of 

support for reducing housing costs. Decent housing is the best practical solution. Shelters 

are just a way of maintaining the problem. 

• Research and information collection are important. Knowledge of the extent of the problem 

was a basic prerequisite for measures against homelessness. 

From the perspective of settlement services, the Finnish example has a number of important 

implications. In the first instance, the Finnish approach ajudges the number of homeless persons 

requiring settlement services to be small. They are limited to a number of categories of 'difficult 

homeless'. Within the national pattern, it is the Y-Foundation which appears to deal principally with 

those needing these kinds of support. Its role in housing the homeless is important - it may be one 

of the most significant housing agencies for the homeless in Europe - but its role is less in scale 

compared to unsupported municipal housing provision. Although in Helsinki, problem groups are 

housed in support homes, the level of supervision is low (part-time supervisors) and their length of 

stay there is expected to the finite. The Finnish system therefore has high expectations of the 

capacity of most homeless people to manage in new housing. Accordingly, although there is a 

defined commitment to settlement services in particular cases, the outlay required for them is quite 

limited. Indeed, it may even diminish, for the Finnish system has focussed on the problem of 

minimizing the night shelter population, minimizing stay times there, minimizing institutionalization 

and thereby reducing the need for remedial services. 

There are a number of weaknesses and problems with the Finnish approach. First, there has been no 

evaluation of the experience of homeless people within the settlement strategies and programmes. 

The only exception is the programmes for the settlement of homeless youth, where one limited 

evaluation was reported. This found that although young people experienced negative aspects of 

supported housing (e.g. somat izat ion, loneliness, insufficient support, money problems) on the 

whole it was a positive experience in helping young people in the path to independence. Second, 

it seems that the strategy for settlement adopted in 1987 made rapid progress but then lost 
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momentum. It suffered from the economic difficulties and retrenchment which affected Finland 

after the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991; and from a return to more market-orientated housing 

policies in the mid-1990s. 

3.3 N O R M A L I Z A T I O N M O D E L IN SCOTLAND 

Although Germany and Finland are perhaps the two most striking examples of the 

normalization model at work, it is also in evidence in Britain. Perhaps the principal example of the 

normalization model at work in the UK is that followed in Glasgow, Scotland, which dates to the 

early 1980s. 

In an initiative undertaken by the city council, detailed examination was made of the hostel services 

in the city. Hostel residents were surveyed for their views, with two clear outcomes, namely that 

most residents disliked hostel living and took the view that they could live independently if they 

could get accommodation.39 

Acting on these findings, the city council began a programme of rehousing hostel residents in its 

own accommodation. Support services were provided and subsequently studies found that most 

homeless people settled successfully in their new accommodation. Some of the city's older hostels 

were closed down and a brake put on new hostel development.4 In her analysis of the experience, 

McCarthy commented: 

It is possible to rehouse the vast majority of homeless people successfully if sufficient facilities and 

resources are committed to that purpose by the statutory bodies who are responsible. 

In retrospect, a number of fortuitous political factors contributed to the success of the Glasgow 

programme. The council was the largest municipal authority in Britain and probably had more 

housing stock at its disposal than any other; and the programme took place before the subsequent 

decline of the municipal housing programme in Britain. Less fortuitously, the success of the scheme 

could also be attributed to a number of other factors: 

• Strong personal leadership of the programme from within the city council; 

• Close working relationships and agreement on programme objectives between the city 

council and the voluntary organizations in the city; 

• Scrutiny of the programme's progress by a council for the homeless in the city combining 

voluntary organizations and the statutory authorities. 
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3.4 S U M M A R Y 

The experience of Germany and Finland constitute the normalization model of settlement 

strategies. These strategies work on the assumption that homeless people, although damaged by 

the experience of homelessness, can be quickly and successfully resettled in conventional, 

mainstream accommodation. Some support and settlement services are necessary, but these are not 

required of all homeless people. Between a third and half of those resettled need them. This model 

does not, as a general rule, accept the need for transitional housing to train or prepare homeless 

people for independent living. Although evaluations of this model are limited, the few that have 

been done point to this approach as relatively successful in achieving its objectives. Financially, there 

are indications that this approach reduces the overall costs of meeting the needs of homeless people. 

In several cases, the numbers of places in night shelters, hostels and similar institutions have been 

cut. The model holds out the attractive prospect of reducing homelessness and reducing the cost of 

providing services for the homeless, an argument which might be persuasive with the public 

authorities. Common elements in these policies have been direction from above and the provision 

of resources for housing: the normalization model is dependant on political leadership and the 

making available of resources in a planned and targeted way. 
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Chapter 4: The tiered model 

The tiered approach shares a number of features in common with the normalization model. 

This approach seeks to limit the numbers of homeless people in shelters; and hopes to settle 

significant numbers of homeless people in normal accommodation. There is at least one crucial 

difference. This model has a less optimistic expectations of the ability of homeless people to quickly 

manage in independent accommodation. Placed immediately in normal housing, even with 

support, the model argues, some homeless people will have difficulty in surviving and managing. 

What homeless people need and require is transitional housing, designed according to individual 

and group needs, to prepare homeless people for normal housing. This transitional housing can be 

adapted to suit different people, profiles and ability. It is therefore more realistic than the 

normalization model, which is excessively prescriptive. It argues that for some homeless people, a 

residential home may be a more realistic form of accommodation than normal accommodation. 

Under this model, the homeless person moves from one tier to another: from the street, to the 

shelter, to transitional housing, to normal accommodation, breaking the cycle of homelessness in a 

flexible system that is carefully adjusted to the ability of the homeless person at the appropriate 

stage. Thus it is termed here the tiered system, a phrase which is used and understood by groups 

working with the homeless, particularly in the British Isles. In Ireland, the notion of making available 

a number of tiers of services or options for homeless people has been articulated in Ireland by the 
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Simon Community and other groups. In this chapter, a number of tiered models are examined. 

The principal one is Austria (4.1). This is examined in detail for two main reasons: first, because it is 

the example in which the tiered model is most clearly articulated; and second, because some 

evaluative material is available. Further examples of tiered strategies of settlement are also taken 

from Italy, Greece and Britain (4.2 to 4.4). A summary is provided at the end (4.5). 

4.1 AUSTRIA 

The City of Vienna has developed a model for the housing of homeless people, called the 

Implementation plan for the gradual integration of the homeless (1989). Homelessness had not been a 

serious problem in Vienna in modern times until the 1980s. The city authority had a long 

commitment to municipal housing (Vienna City Council is one of the largest landlords in Europe, 

wi th responsibility for 220,000 flats) and there was strong legal protection for tenants in both public 

and private sectors. Homelessness began to rise in the late 1 980s with the increase in 

unemployment and with the pushing up of rents due to market factors. 

In 1989, the city decided to make a systematic effort to confront the problem of homelessness in the 

city and introduced a 5-point plan, the key elements of which were: 

• Measures to prevent eviction; 

• Day centres for homeless people; 

• Setting up a therapeutic hostels for homeless people; 

• The earmarking of permanent flats for homeless people; 

• A transitional tier of supervised housing, wi th settlement services. 
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The project involved the city funding voluntary organizations to manage supported housing units 

which took homeless people from shelters, placed them in supervised housing with an assistance 

programme for a period of time and then later rehoused them permanently In city flats. The 

supervised housing was provided by eight voluntary organizations and by the city, all of them 

meeting together in a working group Wohnplatze far Barger in Not ('Living places for citizens in 

need'). These flats were ring-fenced for homeless people: in effect, allocations to these flats side

stepped the normal waiting list procedures for people applying for housing. The supervised housing 

units were flats at various locations around the city, paid for by the city, where homeless people in 

the programme were expected to stay for periods of from 6 to 1 2 months. A total of 958 supervised 

flats were provided during this period. The following table, table 7, illustrates the system. 

TABLE 7: SETTLEMENT PROJECT IN VIENNA, AUSTRIA 

First stage » > 

City hostels and shelter 

Second stage » > 

Supervised housing 

Caritas (93) 

Cruft (12) 

Volkshilfe Verband (113) 

Salvation Army (12) 

ARCE Nichtsefshaftenhilfe (33) 

WOBES(147) 

Probation Service (73) 

Wiener Hifswerk (98) 

Verein Wiener Sozialprojekte 

Local authority (371) 

Therapeutic home 

Third stage 

Permanent flats provided 

by Vienna City Council 

This project operated for the years 1989-1995 and results are available for this period. During the 

period 1989-95, a total of 2,966 people entered the programme. By 1995, a total of 1,863 people 

had completed the second stage and had settled in permanent accommodation. The following 

outcomes were observed for this group (table 8). 

TABLE 8: OUTLINE RESULTS OF SETTLEMENT PROGRAMME, VIENNA, AUSTRIA 

Outcome 

Remaining in city accommodation 

Proceeded to other housing 

In hostels, jail, emergency accommodation 

Returned to streets 

Percent 

70% 

14% 

13% 

3% 

N = 1,863 
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Figure 3 

These figures indicate a high 

crude success rate, with 84% of 

people who entered the 

programme during 1989-95 in 

housing at the end of 1995. 

Further aspects of the 

programme are now examined. 

First, the length of stay in 

supervised housing is illustrated 

in figure 3 (left). This 

information is important, for it 

provides data on how long 

should be the period of 

transitional, supervised housing. 

The main finding was that whereas the average period of time in supervised housing was 398 days, 

a little over a year, what is also striking is the considerable number of people who stayed only a short 

period in supervised housing before moving on and, at the other extreme, the significant numbers 

who required supervision for more than two years. The significant number in the under three 

months category is so short as to suggest that they did not require a transitional phase at all; 

conversely, at the other extreme (over 25 months) that another form of residential care might be 

appropriate. Another striking feature is that it was possible to leave supervised housing quite quickly, 

suggesting that efforts were made to prevent the system from silting up. 

Turning now to the age groups 

and gender of those settled, the 

principal age group of 

participants was the 30 to 39 

year age group, although the 

programme settled a number of 

quite young and relatively old 

people (figure 4, left). The 

gender of those participating 

was 57% male and 25% 

female. 13% of participants 

were children (data are not 

available in 5% of cases). 

Women were over-represented 

in the under 21 year old age 

group. 

Figure 4 

The project examined the outcomes for those who entered the programme of transitional housing. 

An important finding was that 565 people succeeded in getting employment in the course of the 

programme. This represents over 30% of participants. This figure may seem high by international 
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standards, but should be seen in the context of low unemployment rates in Austria (now 4.5% but 

then much lower). 

The programme documented the process whereby people left the programme. Details are given in 

the following table, table 9: 

TABLE 9: REASONS FOR EXITING PROGRAMME OF SUPERVISED HOUSING, 

V IENNA, 1989-95 

Reason 

Completed objectives 

Unable to pay, manage rent 

Substance abuse 

Problems living with others 

Gave up 

Still in programme after 25 months 

Crime 

Violence 

Death 

Psychological problems 

Flat destroyed 

Disappeared/ record not available 

Ill-health 

Others/miscellaneous 

N 

888 

219 

195 

144 

109 

59 

59 

59 

46 

43 

43 

36 

15 

406 

These categories are difficult to interpret in a number of ways, but they do point the way to some of 

what appear to be the main problems with resettlement projects. Rent, substance abuse, 

neighbourly relations and motivation appear to be the most significant problems. Whether these 

indicate that the strategy was over-ambitious for those placed in the transitional housing, or whether 

the accompanying settlement services were inadequate, is unclear. 

The following were adjudged to be the outcomes and lessons of the overall programme: 

• By providing a continuing stream into supervised housing, it was possible to reduce the 

number of hostels places in the city; 

• For 84% of programme participants, the programme was successful (table 8); 

• The period of supervision required varied considerably, significant numbers needing only a 

short period of supervision, whilst, at the other end of the scale, others required a long period; 

• Settlement plans had to be closely tailored to individualized needs. 
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Although those who reported on the project made little mention of it, the settlement project also 

appears to be an unusually successful example of voluntary-statutory cooperation. 

The Vienna model is also used in a number of cities in Germany, with transitional accommodation 

leading to a final, permanent home (finalwohnung). 

4.2 ITALY 

In Italy, housing and services for the homeless are the responsibility of the regional and local 

authorities. There is no national housing minister and there is no national policy for responding to 

homelessness. Services are provided by the local authorities and by non-governmental 

organizations, the latter being generally small and not part of national federations. 

Despite the lack of a national structure to the response to homelessness, in practice work with the 

homeless recognizes the principle and desirability of resettlement. Italy was one of the European 

countries which pioneered the deinstitutionalization of psychiatric hospitals and developed care in 

the community, especially in the northern part of the country. A description of some of this process 

is available. 

In Italy, settlement services operate a tiered structure. This is in evidence in the work of non

governmental organizations. No information is available of settlement strategies operated by either 

local, regional or city governments. 

In Italy, NGO settlement services operate at three levels: 

Prima accoglienza, (literally, 'first welcome') or shelter services; 

Due accoglienza, ('second welcome') or residential hostels; 

Terza accoglienza ('third welcome') or independent living. 

This is the model for services provided by a number of NGOs (e.g. La Rete, Brescia, Cena dell' 

Amicizia, Milan). 

A more sophisticated version of the model is operated by Communita de San Marcellino, Genoa. There, 

residents from two shelters run by the organization (one shelter with 16 places, the other with 13) are 

sent on to live in a community of eight people for a period of one to five years. While there, they learn 

the skills of living and have access to workshops. After a period in the community, they move on to 

flats. The Communita de San Marcellino has 22 flats available which it either owns or rents. For those 

who do not wish to progress to independent living or are unable to do so, the Communita de San 

Marcellino provides what is termed a protected hostel. However, the aim of the hostel is not to be a 

neglected place for those considered the chronic homeless or who 'cannot make it', but instead an 

environment which provides quality care and continues to challenge residents. 

4.3 GREECE 

In Greece, there is no settlement policy at government level. There is an absence of any link 

between services for homeless people and the provision of permanent accommodation. Within 

official policy, it is left entirely to homeless people who leave shelters to arrange their own work and 
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housing. Current NCO services for the homeless are so limited that they are not in a position to 

provide housing options for homeless people. 

Despite this negative context, Greece provides a good example of how settlement services may 

develop from a very low starting point. For example, some models of resettlement may be found 

within the psychiatric services, following the deinstitutionalization programme initiated under 

European Union directive 815/84 and the scandal of the conditions endured by long-stay psychiatric 

patients on the island of Leros. The deinstitutionalization programme in Leros, since followed in 

other cases e.g. Khania, Crete), made provision for patients to be settled in short-stay hostels, before 

proceeding to long-stay residential homes and then to independent accommodation; or directly to 

long-stay residential homes, before proceeding to independent accommodation. In both short and 

long-stay hostels, vocational training and work placements were provided. In the case of Leros, the 

hostels comprised facilities in seven cities in different parts of Greece and 20 group flats on Leros 

itself, with 4-5 people sharing accommodation in each. A high level of therapeutic activity was 

provided in the hostels and the role of the staff was considerably upgraded. 

In Athens, the city council decided in 1995 to adopt a new plan of comprehensive services for the 

homeless. The city decided that it would directly provide services at three levels: 

• Day care, for 200 homeless people; 

• Night shelter accommodation, for 91 people; 

• Reintegration services. 

The first two tiers have been developed over the past three years, but the reintegration services are 

still at the planning stage. The reintegration services are to comprise both housing and training, the 

latter being training for work in the catering industry and the running of a street newspaper for the 

homeless. The adoption of this plan marks a radical development for the local authorities and 

establishes the principle of settlement in services for the homeless for the first t ime. 

However, this example is confined to Athens so far. It is not a national policy. Elsewhere, although 

there are a number of voluntary organizations working with the homeless, 'reintegration' is still 

understood to be limited to work training. The connexion with housing is poorly understood, 

developed or funded. 

4.4 BRITAIN 

Britain is the country whose experience of homelessness is probably best known in Ireland. 

This is due to proximity, the experience of Irish people being homeless in Britain and commonality of 

language. This section reviews non-governmental services (4.4.1) and governmental settlement 

strategies (4.4.2). 

To preface this discussion, the term 'resettlement unit' has been known for some time in the public 

discourse on homelessness in Britain. Dating to the post-war period, the term resettlement unit was 

applied to old buildings or even military camps, whence men often excluded from other hostel 

provision stayed before, theoretically, their reintegration with the community. Because of their 

poor quality, the term 'resettlement' was negatively regarded. 
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4.4.1 NON-GOVERNMENTAL SETTLEMENT SERVICES 

The importance of resettlement services is widely accepted in Britain. Many non

governmental projects working with the homeless attempt to provide support, follow-up and advice to 

help homeless people move into homes or flats. Agencies working with the homeless sometimes refer 

to their services as 'stages' or 'tiers'. Examples are the Simon Community and St Mungo's Association. 

In theory this operates as follows (diagram 1). The terminology is taken from St Mungo's. 

DIAGRAM 1: CONCEPT OF TIERED SETTLEMENT SERVICES IN BRITAIN 

3rd tier -

Streetwork/outreach - assistance to people sleeping rough 

2nd tier 

1st tier - night shelter 

- interim accommodation - generalist or 

independent accommodation (local authority, housing 

specialized 

agency or private rented) 

In the case of St Mungo's, generalist accommodation is described as small, shared housing projects 

visited by a project worker two or three times a week. Specialist accommodation has more intensive 

support and is designed for residents who are frail, disabled or mentally ill. As for the 3rd their, 'By 

the time residents move on to the 2nd stage, St Mungo's rehousing workers offer more long-term 

support and encourage residents to consider their future. The problem lies not in moving people 

from the streets, but in the insufficient accommodation available to them'. 

St Mungo's resettlement services comprise: 

• Housing assistance and advice; 

• Employment and skills training; 

• For those who need it, psychiatric assistance; 

• Social development programmes. 

A further example of the tiered system of settlement service may be found in the city of Aberdeen, 

Scotland. There, there is a system of encouraging homeless people from shelters and short-term 

hostels into medium-stay residencies and then to onward permanent accommodation. The model 

may be expressed as follows (diagram 2): 

DIAGRAM 2: MODEL OF TIERED SYSTEM AT WORK IN ABERDEEN, SCOTLAND 

Shelters>» 

* Three shelters or 

short-stay hostels in city 

Medium-s tay>» 

* Hostel for women 

* Hostel for offenders 

* Hostel for alcoholics 

* Foyer for young people 

Permanent accommodation 

* 3 housing associations with work projects 

* Local authority accommodation 

* Support available in the form of day centre; 

advice & information; homemaker schemes 

* Wenham House Cyrenians. This is a wet 

home for 18 men and women who are 

pressed but not required to move on. 
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The Wenham House Cyrenians is an important modification of the settlement model. It provides a 

permanent wet home ('wet' in the sense that alcohol is permitted) where residents are provided 

wi th an occupancy agreement that gives them security. Residents are encouraged to move on to 

permanent accommodation but are not obliged to do so. Overall, Aberdeen is an example of how 

flexible and adaptable the tiered model can be. 

In Britain there is now a National Resettlement Forum, an association of resettlement practitioners 

from agencies across the country. Some of its members are involved in the National Resettlement 

Project, an attempt to define good models of resettlement work. The model which it has developed 

so far defines 14 stages to the resettlement process, including key points such as referral, assessment, 

planning, post-move support, completion, withdrawal and evaluation. The model plans to offer 

examples of good practice at each stage, set down the knowledge and skills expected of the 

practitioners and set down standards to be followed. One of the reasons for the project was to 

bridge the dearth of research on resettlement in Britain. The National Resettlement Project 

campaigns for: 

• Work with local authorities to identify gaps in the provision of resettlement services; 

• Objectives of resettlement to be made part of the code of guidance under the Housing Act; 

• Resettlement to be properly funded and made central to all responses to homelessness; 
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• Resettlement to go on the agenda of the cabinet unit on social exclusion. 

4.4 .2 GOVERNMENTAL SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES 

Although settlement services are in evidence in the non-governmental sector, settlement strategies 

are less in evidence at national level. There is, however, a limited regional settlement strategy in 

operation in central London. The Rough Sleepers Initiative, a Department of Environment 

programme designed in the late 1980s, was inspired by the need to confront the large and visible 

numbers of people sleeping out in London. The programme was to run initially for three years from 

1 990 - 1993. The Government pledged nearly £100 million to be used for advice and outreach work 

with homeless people, new emergency hostel places and a range of permanent and temporary 

accommodation. 

The first stage of the initiative was to provide 840 new beds in temporary hostels, almost 700 places 

in flats and bedsits obtained through private sector leasing arrangements and around 2,200 

permanent homes in housing association homes. These would be provided through organizations 

who worked with the target group. The strategy aimed to move rough sleepers from the streets of 

central London to offers of accommodation provided by the registered housing organisations funded 

under the initiative. 

Evaluation of the first stage found that the initiative had made some impact, but little commensurate 

wi th the scale of the problem. It applied only to designated areas of central London. It also showed 

that it was doubtful if more short-stay hostels were necessary if permanent move on accommodation 

could be provided. Positively, the initiative funded a wide range of flexible approaches to the 

problem of street homelessness and was welcomed by voluntary organizations (one of the few 

government initiatives of the period to receive a positive response). In 1992 the government 
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extended the initiative for the period 1993/96 at a cost of £86m. The second stage of the initiative 

aimed to provide more move-on and permanent accommodation. The programme explicitly set 

resettlement targets whereby, of those homeless people assisted by the programme, 36% were 

expected to move into temporary accommodation and 8% were expected to move into permanent 

accommodation. The Department of Environment specified as an objective: 

To secure access for homeless people with a history of sleeping rough to long-term accommodation 

which best suits their needs and reasonable preferences and ensure they do not subsequently lose it 

to less suitable accommodation. 

This may be an unusually explicit statement of the centrality of settlement in government policy. 

Most commentaries on the problem of homelessness in Britain cite the lack of onward 

accommodation opportunities as the principal obstacle to resettlement strategies. A survey of 

hostels and shelters in England and Wales has found occupancy levels in the order of 9 1 % . The same 

report found that about three quarters of all hostel residents require some support/resettlement 

work. Almost 38% of residents would needed up to 3 months support in permanent housing while a 
49 

further 35% needed support for over three months. 

One service funded under the Rough Sleepers Initiative was the settlement work of Neville House of 

the St Mungo's Association. The main element in the Neville House programme was the assignment 

of a key worker to each homeless person known to the association for more than two weeks. The 

key worker assisted through interview, assessment and the discussion of future options. The key 

worker then helped the homeless person to reach a suitable solution to his accommodation needs, 

be that temporary or permanent. Compared to the government targets, Neville House achieved 

resettlement rates of 37% into temporary accommodation (above target) and 5% into permanent 

accommodation (below target). 

4.4.3 CONCLUSION ON SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES AND SERVICES IN BRITAIN 

Settlement services are in evidence in Britain and the notion of settlement is an axis of the 

work done wi th the homeless. Settlement strategies, in the sense of government programmes to 

settle homeless people on a significant scale in a planned way, are less in evidence, and only one 

regional programme has been developed from which results are available. 

The British experience of settlement services and strategies has come to the following conclusions: 

• Settlement in self-contained accommodation is more likely to be successful than settlement 

in shared accommodation; 

• Settlement work has generally not been sufficiently prioritized within voluntary 

organizations; 

• The work of resettlement staff has been undervalued and they have been underpaid; 

• Successful settlement must be based on a comprehensive assessment of an individual's 

needs, wi th tailored responses for each person. It will not work if driven purely by the desire 

to get numbers out of hostels as soon as possible; 
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• There are dangers in focussing on the outputs of settlement policies. Percentage targets can 

have the effect of encouraging voluntary organizations to select model candidates for 

resettlement (in order to reach the percentage thresholds). Homeless people, once 

resettled, may find themselves isolated in their new accommodation and retain positive 

memories of hostels instead; 

• Funding arrangements for voluntary organizations are generally very compartmentalized. 

Voluntary groups must draw their support from a variety of sources which makes it difficult 

for them to adopt a holistic approach to the needs of homeless people, including 
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settlement. 

4.5 S U M M A R Y 

This chapter has reviewed the tiered model at work in Austria, Italy, Greece and Britain. 

Unlike the normalization model, the tiered model values the notion of flexible, transitional 

accommodation. There, homeless people may continue to receive support and help while preparing 

for independent living. Austria is the only country which, in the city of Vienna, has operated the 

tiered model in a large-scale, planned manner. There have been a number of positive outcomes 

from this experience. Aspects of the tiered strategy may be found in the Rough Sleepers' Initiative 

in London. The first embryonic signs of such a strategy are now in evidence in Athens, Greece. The 

development of tiered NGO settlement services may be seen in Italy and Britain, where a number of 

sophisticated and adaptable models may be found. However, in the absence of government 

strategies, these clearly have limitations. 



Chapter 5: 
The staircase model 

A third model for a settlement strategy is now reviewed. This is principally in evidence in Sweden 

(5.1), though there are echoes in other countries (5.2). This model builds on the axiom of the tiered 

model that homeless people are, for the most part, not ready for the immediate transition from 

night shelter to independent accommodation. The process of transition is a necessary one and, in 

the Swedish model, is broken down into a number of stages. What marks it as different from the 

tiered model is that it is systematized, legally regulated and involves the use of sanctions. Like the 

other models, support services are provided and these are an integral element of the programme. 

The chapter concludes with a summary (5.3). 

5.1 SWEDEN 

Sweden operates a staircase model of settlement for homeless people and similar categories 

of need (see diagram 3a). This is widely, but not universally, in use by the local authorities in 

Sweden. It first started in the city of Gothenburg in the 1980s. It is estimated that about 80% of 

Sweden's 284 local authorities now use the staircase system. About 10,000 people are on the 

staircase at present, comprising, according to the area, between 0.4% and 1.2% of municipal 

housing. In the first instance, the theory of the staircase is reviewed (5.1.1). Its operation is then 

described (5.1.2). 

5.1.1 THEORETICAL BASIS OF THE STAIRCASE 

The principle of the staircase is that one moves from a night shelter up a series of steps to 

become a full tenant wi th the full legal rights of a tenant (including security of tenure). A tenant in 

the final situation has what is termed an ordinary contract. 

On the way, there are a series of intermediary steps, such as training and transitional flats. The 

objective of the system is that one moves on to a normal housing system with full tenancy rights. 

The amount of social worker support one receives diminishes as one climbs the staircase. The 

amount of security and the value of the contract increases as one climbs the staircase. Movement 

up the system is based on social worker reports. But a tenant causing a problem or difficulty at one 

stage on the staircase may have to fall back to the previous level, or further and start again. 

At any given time, a local authority using the staircase system operates a mixture of training, 

transitional and ordinary flats: 

Climbing up the staircase of transition implies a step-by-step increase of standards of housing and 

the degree of community integration, as well as of tenure security, rights to privacy and control over 

the home. The amount of services, support and supervision from the social authority is gradually 

reduced. The time spent on different levels is expected to vary, but it is presumed that it will take a 

few years to climb up the whole of the staircase. 

5.1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE STAIRCASE SYSTEM 

The staircase of transition operates by way of a set of subleased flats spread out in residential 

areas. Analysts in Sweden term this the secondary housing market. Local social authorities, what we 

might term the local authority social work department, rent these flats from landlords, who could be 
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private, social housing or municipal owners, and sublease these flats to tenants who would not 

normally be acceptable to landlords. Local social authorities have general responsibility in Sweden 

for family problems, drug abuse, youth delinquency, social welfare and people adjudged incapable 

of independent living. 

This places the local social authority in an intermediate position as a tenant in relation to local estate 

owners and as landlord for its clients, whom they select, supervise, charge rents and sometimes 

evict. In general, homeless clients must sign a special, often individually designed, tenancy 

agreement. This may involve special rules connected to the dwelling type of housing and or 

individually designed work plans. The tenants must formally consent to immediate eviction if they 

violate rules. 

Such agreements are termed special contracts. These normally state the terms of eviction (which 

may include eviction on the day), the right of social workers to enter the home for inspections and 

may include individual work plans, with may include drug testing and mandatory work. As leasor 

of the flat, the local social authority presents the landlord with the details of the homeless person 

who is to be housed in a training or transitional flat. The landlord is in a position to approve, 

disapprove or lay down fresh conditions for the contract. 

5.1.3 ORIGIN OF THE STAIRCASE 

The staircase of transition, and the associated secondary housing market, is a recent 

development in social policy in Sweden. By the late 1980s, the country had a very low level of 

homelessness. Large-scale public housing programmes, developed by municipal housing companies, 

had by then reduced the numbers dependant on shelters, institutions and single-room-occupancy 

hostels. By the mid-1980s the total number of shelter beds in use was down to about 100 

nationally. 

However, this situation changed with new government policies which promoted the growth of 

owner-occupation. Municipal housing companies were privatized or forced to compete with private 

landlords, thus forcing them up market. Searching for public housing became less the norm and 

more the feature of residual groups. Municipal housing was faced with the problem of how to 

distribute its 'problem tenants' or those it saw as problem tenants. The outcome was described as 

follows: 

Undesirable households, namely categories rejected by landlords, were distributed proportionately 

between various housing projects. 

Only applicants which met certain qualifications, such as good references from previous landlords, 

sufficient and regular income and the absence of recent complaints, evictions or recorded debts, 

were offered first-hand leaseholds on homes 

Those who did not qualify could be offered housing if the landlord accepted it, though on special 

terms. These included that the local social authority was the formal tenant and subleased the flats to 
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disallowed applicants, the behaviour of whom should be monitored by social workers. 

Originally, the notion was that such tenants would obtain a full contract after a year. During this 

period, the local social authority would provide preparation for independent living. Assuming good 

behaviour and reliability, the tenant could then expect to graduate onto the normal housing market. 
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However, the secondary housing market expanded much more rapidly than expected. Municipal 

housing companies with problem tenants increasingly turned to the local social authorities to ask 

them to take over their difficult tenants. The local social authorities would take over the lease, 

remove the tenant's legal protection, guarantee the rent, and enforce good behaviour on pain of 

eviction. Thus pressure grew, both from above and below, for there to be a ladder or staircase of 

transition for all problem tenants, the homeless included. 

The staircase of transition thus had its origins in the state of development of the Swedish housing 

market at a particular point in time, in market pressures and in sweeping changes in national 

housing policy. It did not emerge from a particular paradigm of the understanding of homelessness 

and the development of a model in response, though it was often retrospectively linked to 'chain of 

treatment' approaches to alcoholics dating to the 1970s. Indeed, the concept of deeming people 

capable or incapable of independent living, which is at the root of the staircase approach, was an 

entirely novel one for Sweden. The policy marked an abrupt contrast to the Social Services Act, 

1982, which laid down the principle that housing policy should strive toward the normal housing of 

all people. Now, legal notions of incapacity and conditionally were introduced. 

5.1.4 THE STAIRCASE OF TRANSITION IN OPERATION: PROS AND CONS 

Next, the operation of the staircase is described and discussed. From the point of view of 

housing management, the staircase has many advantages. Local social authorities pay the rents in 

the flats of problem tenants, take charge of repairs and day-to-day management, and respond to 

complaints. Landlords avoid a range of costs and procedures (e.g. evictions). According to the 

chief analyst of the policy, Sahlin, it is based on a persuasive vision of cooperation between and 

within the private, public and voluntary sector. It is comparatively cheap and has an immediately 

appealing design. 

Stockholm's current plan for the homeless (1997-2000) makes extensive use of the secondary 

housing market and the staircase of transition. The city has about 3,000 homeless people. The key 

elements of the Stockholm plan are: 

• Expansion of special contracts, from 2,098 in 1996 to 2,213 in 2000. 

• Halving of the numbers homeless in three years; 

• 'Social support for independent living'; 

• Homeless people should be able to get permanent accommodation, when needed; 

• Increased speed up the staircase of transition. 

Despite, being in widespread use in Sweden, the model has been criticized for a number of reasons: 

• The outcomes have been disappointing, people moving down the system as well as up; 

• Tenants with special contracts are in a situation of legal and practical inferiority. Landlords 

have disproportionate and unwarranted power. The power relationship is qualitatively 

different from the ususal ones between landlord and tenant, between social worker and 

client; 

• The system confuses social care with issues of legal responsibility; 
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• It is a model built on control, discipline, exclusion and supervision rather than assistance and 

empowerment; 

• Behavioural conditions imposed on tenants at particular stages are so severe that it is 

virtually impossible for them to move up to the next step on the ladder; 

• Although one would expect the settlement services provided to be of high quality, this is 

often not the case; 

• Many homeless people stay stuck at the bottom of the ladder and do not move up; 

• Even when tenants move to the top of the staircase and remain on good behaviour, the 

landlord often refuses a permanent or ordinary contract. There are no incentives for the 

landlord to offer ordinary contracts, nor are there sanctions which could be invoked against 

landlords in these circumstances. Many people therefore remain stuck at the top of the 

staircase; 

• The designation of tenants as 'problem tenants' creates neighbourhood resistance; 

• It is ineffective in reducing homelessness. To take one example, although Stockholm issued 

a thousand special contracts in three years, the numbers homeless fell by only 144 in the 

same period. 

Overall, she describes the system as a 'staircase of exclusion'. Sahlin's criticism of the staircase is 

that it is theoretically flawed: it arises from the situation of the housing market rather than from a 

plan which analyses homelessness. In practice, it does not meet the tests which may reasonably be 

expected of it: 

The way upwards and outwards from the staircase of transition [is] often too narrow to allow a 

reasonable flow through the system. 

New homelessness leads to an expansion of the secondary housing market, without necessarily 

leading to an increase in the numbers of homeless people being settled. Sahlin cited one case in a 

town in Sweden where night shelters had to be reintroduced after the appearance of the secondary 

housing market, because people were moving down the ladder of transition faster than others were 

moving up. Indeed, social workers claimed that they needed more night shelter places to run the 

staircase more efficiently! 

Furthermore, in examining the operation of the staircase model across Sweden, Sahlin found that 

those few local authorities which did not use the staircase of transition had few or no night shelters. 

By contrast, those city authorities which used the staircase most were also the main users of night 

shelter services. She then examined the level of homelessness in two prototypical cities - one which 

operates the staircase and one which does not. The outcomes are presented in this table (10): 



Chapter Five 

TABLE 10: COMPARISONS OF RATES OF HOMELESS IN CITIES OPERATING THE 

STAIRCASE OF TRANSITION AND THOSE NOT 

Prototype 

City with 

staircase system 

City without 

staircase system 

Number of special 

contracts per 

100,000 inhabitants 

167 

0 

Numbers homeless, 

per 100,000 inhabitants 

living independently, 

78 

12 

Number homeless people 

adjudged incapable of 

per 100,000 inhabitants 

38 

12 

Source: Ingrid Sahlin: The staircase of transition. European observatory on homelessness, 1997 Swedish national report. 

Lund University, 1 998. 

As a model of addressing homelessness and as a model of a resettlement strategy, Sahlin finds the 

staircase of transition approach to be discouraging. Indeed, she argues that the end product of the 

system, is, because of the numbers of people moving down the staircase, more homelessness rather 

than less. 

One of the axioms of the staircase is the need to provide support services for those not capable of 

independent living. Accordingly, one would expect these settlement services to be of high quality. 

In practice, critics say that the quality of settlement service provided is often poor. The very rapid 

expansion of the secondary housing market has undermined the quality of support work which 

social workers can provide. Sahlin concluded that the landlord role of the local social authorities 

corrupted their function and compromised their task as a settlement service: 

Instead of acting as supporters and advocates for their clients, the social housing workers adjusted to 

their position as landlord and tried to be as efficient as possible in this role. This tempted them into 

creaming, selecting homeless clients who seemed to have the best success as tenants. 

Support services in effect become a form of surveillance. Visits often take place on the day when 

rent payments are made in order to ensure that they are paid, thus reinforcing the controlling nature 

of the support. 

Sahlin suggests that the staircase has developed a paradoxical self-legitimating logic. The numbers 

moving down the staircase confirm their inherent unsuitability as normal tenants. She argues that 

some elements of the system could be salvaged through a radical rebalancing of the power 

relationships and through giving good behaviour tenants at the top of the staircase the right to 

convert their special contracts to ordinary ones. 

5.2 USE OF THE STAIRCASE IN OTHER COUNTRIES 

The staircase of transition finds its most articulate expression in Sweden. Some of its 

concepts have been applied in other countries, though much less is known of their operation. This 

model has been employed in the Netherlands (see below) and is used to some degree in Germany. 
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In Germany, under German police law (Ordnungsrecht), there has been a growth in the practice of 

placing homeless and other 'difficult' categories temporarily in vacant municipal accommodation on 

good behaviour and without secure tenancies. Several German cities and regions (e.g. North Rhine 

& Westphalia) now operate a system of 'test tenancies' (Einweisung). As in Sweden, landlords are 

reluctant to permit the conversion of the temporary contract into a permanent one. The German 

federal coalition for the homeless accepts that there are tenants whose behaviour may be a problem, 

but that the government's response should be to provide normal legal rights, with obligations, rather 

than to deny prospective and present tenants their housing rights. A behavioural model close to 

the staircase system is operated in Germany for drug addicts, people undergoing treatment for 

substance abuse and those taking methadone substitutes for drugs. 

Critics of the system in Germany take the view that the skills required to live in transitional housing 

are different f rom those required for the normal housing market, and therefore inappropriate for the 

latter. Moreover, whilst aimed at stabilizing people, the sooner they have reached the end of one 
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stage, they are moved to another, disrupted and destabilized. 

The HVO Foundation in Amsterdam operates a staircase model similar to the Swedish model. 

During its first year of operation, 26 tenants reached the top of the ladder, but 16 failed to do so 

and fell down. Evaluation reports are not available (diagram 3b). 

5.3 S U M M A R Y 

The staircase of transition is a model of settlement in use in Sweden which has echoes in other 

countries. It is a rigid form of the tiered model discussed in the previous chapter. The notion of the 

staircase developed under the particular conditions of the housing market in Sweden in the late 

1 980s. It makes the assumption that homeless people, and other groups of tenants, must graduate 

to normal housing through a series of steps in the course of which they will be provided with 

training and assistance. The system has considerable appeal to the housing authorities and facilitates 

the orderly management of difficult tenants. The staircase has been strongly criticized by experts on 

homelessness for being based on a faulty appreciation of the problem of homelessness, for relying 

on control rather than assistance, and for contributing to, rather than alleviating homelessness. 
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Chapte r 6: Conclusions 

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 have reviewed the three main models of settlement strategy at work in Europe. 

This chapter reviews the three models at work in the European Union (6.1). It draws a number of 

conclusions arising from these models (6.2). Specific issues of follow-up, monitoring and evaluation 

are addressed (6.3), before a summary is made (6.4). Where appropriate or helpful, references are 

made to their implications for Dublin. 

Before doing so, three positive outcomes of this research should be noted. In the first instance, it is 

clear that there are other models of settlement strategy at work in Europe. This means that there are 

international points of comparison that are useful and valuable for Ireland. They provide a point of 

reference to contextualize and challenge the Irish experience. Second, there is an on-going debate 

in some countries on settlement strategies. This discussion is most evident in Germany, Sweden and 

Britain. It is a live and dynamic issue, one which is open to Irish involvement and engagement. 

Third, examples of good practice are apparent. They provide opportunities for groups in Ireland to 

study and compare (a listing is provided in the annexe). 

6.1 OVERVIEW OF SETTLEMENT MODELS AT W O R K IN EUROPE 

It is clear that three main models of resettlement are at work in Europe. The concept of 

settlement is well understood in many countries, even if its application varies considerably from the 

flexible to the prescriptive. 

The three-tier model is probably the most widely used in Europe. This strategy embodies the 

concept of movement from shelter through transitional housing and eventually into permanent 

accommodation. The Viennese example is the most systematic version of this model. It is a system 

which has a number of subtleties and variations, the British and the Italian being the best examples. 

There, settlement models make allowance for homeless people not wishing to be pressed into what 

they consider to be premature independence, hence the establishment of therapeutic hostels (e.g. 

Genoa) and long-stay residential homes (e.g. Aberdeen). It seems likely that Greece will, in the 

course of t ime, fall into this model. This approach had its roots in the European experience of 

psychiatric deinstitutionalisation and the subsequent moves to care in the community; it continues to 

have links with this process. 

By Irish standards, the staircase model strikes one as unduly regulated. It requires a high level of 

supervision, indeed one that might be regarded here as intrusive. Nevertheless, the Swedish 

experience has echoes for Ireland in a number of respects. Questions as to the capacity of homeless 

people for independent living may be found here. Irish local authority housing has, since the mid-

1980s, had problems of difficult tenants. Housing analysts argue that it has become more and more 

targeted on marginal social groups, serving a residual function. 

Perhaps the strongest challenge to the three-tier and staircase models comes from Germany, where 

the EXWOST pilot projects in effect by-passed the second stage of interim accommodation and the 

notion of tiers. In effect, they argue that it is possible to go directly from night shelter to a 

permanent residential environment, albeit one which starts with a planned level of social worker 

support. The German model argues that the efforts that go into organizing the transition process 



Chapter Six 

could better be diverted into immediate but permanent accommodation. Transitional housing, they 

argue, institutionalizes and creates its own obstacles. As EUROHOME 2 recorded, 'the necessity of 

having so many steps in the reintegration process, during which a person is accommodated 

temporarily, was questioned'. The emphasis should instead be on getting homeless people into 

permanent accommodation, with as low levels of support as possible, as soon as possible. The 

examples from Hannover, Hamburg and Bielefeld were motivated by the desire to reduce the 

number of people dependant on night shelters (generally by half). The German examples are 

illuminating in providing a level of detail on the costs of settlement and social work supports. They 

hold out the promise of a significant reduction not just in the numbers of homeless people in 

hostels, but in the overall cost to society of shelters, the voluntary organizations necessary to sustain 

them and their staffing. 

6.2 CONCLUSIONS 

The conclusions of this study cover two areas. First, despite the positive outcomes of a 

number of the settlement strategies studied in this report, their limitations are also in evidence 

(6.2.1). This section then discusses the challenges posed by the European models of settlement 

(6.2.2). 

6.2.1 LIMITATIONS OF EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES 

First, it is evident from all these studies that settlement itself, regardless of which model one 

follows, will only deal with the problem of homelessness and part of that problem. Settlement 

strategies on their own do not solve the problem of poverty and unemployment. The German 

EXWOST evaluations demonstrated that a variety of other measures, critical in the areas of work and 

income, is required if one is to confront the broader problems of poverty among people who have 

been homeless for a long period. Granted that a significant number of those studied have been 

elderly, the labour market will not be an option for all of them. In Austria, settlement was associated 

with a return to work in a number of cases, but that may be partly due to the high level of labour 

demand in that country. 

Second, all models of resettlement depend on the availability of onward accommodation. Neither 

the normalization, tiered nor staircase model can work unless there is onward housing provision for 

people leaving shelters or transitional housing. This is sometimes termed the problem of silting. 

This is when homeless people remain in hostels, emergency accommodation or transitional housing 

for lack of sufficient onward opportunities. Although all settlement strategies have grasped the 

theoretical importance of avoiding silting, only the examples of Vienna and Finland appear to have 

overcome the problem to a significant degree. The problem of silting is especially apposite for 

Ireland, because silting has traditionally been a particular feature of the Dublin hostels system. 

Third, and related to this, there are limitations to what settlement services can achieve in the absence 

of settlement strategies. As chapter 2 found, settlement services can be found in many parts of 

Europe. The examination of the tiered model (chapter 4) suggests that many are thoughtfully 

planned and may be of high quality. Nevertheless, they may achieve little in the absence of 

government strategies for settlement that enlist the full resources of local, regional or national 

government through the instrument of the housing system. Only in Finland is a national settlement 

strategy in evidence; an almost universal strategy in Sweden; regional strategies may be found in 
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Germany and Austria. Elsewhere, settlement services speak of the frustration of their work when 

they cannot assist homeless people onward into mainstream accommodation. The German 

EXWOST pilot projects were emphatic that they would only be successful as a model if applied on a 

large scale. Those operating the Rough Sleepers Initiative in London have emphasized the value of 

the initiative as a model, but have criticized it for not being commensurate with the size and scope 

of the problem. 

Finally, not only must sufficient resources be made available on a wide scale, but they must be 

applied over a long time period. The Finnish strategy made rapid initial progress over the first 

number of years, but it faltered with changes in government, national housing policy and economic 

difficulties, losing momentum in the process. Likewise, in Berlin, the 'protected market' approach 

designed by the social democrats and greens has been pursued less enthusiastically by the new 

christian democrat - dominated social affairs department. The National Anti-Poverty Strategy is an 

attempt in Ireland to proof a strategy against short-term political changes; but this analogy may well 

also apply to settlement strategies. 

6.2.2 CHALLENGES POSED BY EUROPEAN MODELS OF SETTLEMENT 

The European models of settlement pose a number of challenges to Ireland. The first, which 

reiterates the point made above, is to overcome the limitations of the European models by 

undertaking settlement on a scale sufficient to be effective. Successful settlement strategies, under 

all of the models outlined, are dependant on reaching a critical flow of people into independent 

accommodation. Such fiow rates may need to be high. Clearly, this requires the allocation of 

sufficient resources by the responsible housing authorities and mechanisms which ensure that 

homeless people flow into this accommodation. The experiences of Finland and Vienna showed that 

not only was there a commitment to the making available of public housing, but homeless people 

were prioritized within these allocations. Furthermore, not only was there a commitment of 

financial resources, but significant planning efforts were also applied. In Finland, the programme for 

the elimination of homelessness was declared to be an objective of national importance. In the cities 

of Germany and Austria, settlement strategies received high-level attention within their respective 

city administrations. They were a major feature of the work of these authorities, demanding 

significant financial, planning, administrative and personnel commitment. These European lessons 

demonstrate the importance of scale of undertaking and governmental leadership. Conversely, they 

emphasize the danger that without sufficient resources, settlement strategies degenerate into 

settlement services without strategy, with their resulting frustrations. 

Second, the models set a challenge to the way in which governmental responses to homelessness 

are funded. Regrettably, information on cost-benefit analysis is available only in the case of the 

German settlement experience. It is unequivocal in showing that there are high, up-front costs in 

settlement strategies, certainly within the normalization model. However, there is a substantial 

trade-off, for successful settlement has led to a reduction in the costs of providing shelter and related 

services. The overall costs of providing services for the homeless fell by half. Although figures are 

not available, it is possible to speculate that the costs of shelter services also declined in Finland and 

Austria as the numbers of homeless people staying there fell. These experiences suggest that a key 

element in successful settlement strategies is the switching of resources from shelters to housing and 

support instead. This in turn indicates that one should project, over the medium to long-term, a 
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reduction in the funding of night shelters and similar institutions as settlement strategies begin to 

work. This in effect means a reorientation of services from shelters toward settlement, which must 

have serious implications for the work and role of voluntary organizations 

Third, the models are a challenge to the way in which we think about homelessness. The three 

models under examination in this study differed in their underlying assumptions of the preparedness 

of homeless people for independent accommodation. The normalization model minimizes (but does 

not dismiss) the difficulties homeless people will experience in living independently; the tiered model 

acknowledges these difficulties and adjusts its tiers to those anticipated levels of difficulty; whilst the 

staircase model institutionalizes those difficulties. 

A central problem highlighted by these studies is the capacity of homeless people for independent 

living and who makes that assessment. The Danish example (p i 5, above) highlighted, in an 

unintentional way, the fact that residents' interest in independent living was much higher than that 

of the social workers who assessed them. Similarly, a study of the accommodation needs of Dublin 

hostel residents found that that only an eighth needed independent living. However, this was the 

assessment of hostel staff, not residents. The experience of Glasgow (p33), confirmed by German 

national data, was that homeless people's assessments of their own capabilities for independent 

living were not only much higher but they were more accurate predictors of their subsequent 

behaviour. Champions of the normalization model argue that negative assessments of the 

capabilities of homeless people lead to their being allocated poor quality housing, thus establishing a 

self-fulfilling circle in which they fail housing. One's judgement of the capacity and desire of 

homeless people for housing tends to determine the model and strategy followed. A positive 

assessment leads one in the direction of the normalization model; a negative one toward tiered or 

transitional models. This core issue of the assessment of the nature of homelessness is at the heart of 

the issue. 

Finally, there are lessons concerning the voluntary-statutory relationship. Although most settlement 

services in Europe are provided by voluntary organizations, most settlement strategies have been the 

initiative of national or regional governments. These governments have taken the lead, engaged in 

large-scale planning and allocated resources accordingly. Some strategies, especially in Germany, 

have found strong political champions at city and regional level. The European observatory on 

homelessness noted (see chapter 2) how, in general, the burden of meeting the needs of the 

homeless in Europe had been thrust unreasonably and disproportionately on voluntary organizations. 

Successful settlement strategies outlined in this report have been careful not to do this. Instead, 

there have been positive examples of voluntary statutory partnerships. Voluntary organizations have 

played a secondary, but carefully designed, important and specific role. In Vienna, the city 

authorities worked closely wi th eight voluntary organizations who were involved in the provision of 

transitional accommodation as part of the settlement programme. In Finland, the authorities 

defined a particular, specialized role for the Y-Foundation In the settlement strategy and provided 

resources accordingly. Not only that but volunteer settlement workers, rather than professionals, 

were an integral part of that strategy. 
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6.3 M E C H A N I S M S FOR FOLLOW-UP, M O N I T O R I N G A N D EVALUATION 

The terms of reference ask this report to examine and draw conclusions on the mechanisms 

in place for follow-up, monitoring and evaluation in settlement strategies in Europe. This research 

finds that the level of follow-up, monitoring and evaluation of settlement in Europe has been 

disappointing. EUROHOME states: 

At present, there are no comparative research data for monitoring the efficacy of existing models of 

reintegration. 

As we have already seen, some research data on the settlement experience are available. The 

EXWOST pilot project evaluation in Germany examined the strategy and the experience of settled 

homeless people in their new accommodation for a period of three years after the project. The 

reports available from Vienna provided a profile of homeless people exiting from transitional 

accommodation and their circumstances (though they do not provide information on their 

experience of the programme). In Finland, there are statistical data on reductions in the level and 

the changing components of homelessness arising from the settlement strategy. The German 

national documentation system, with local reports, give some information on homeless people 

leaving services each year. However, these are the exceptions. The virtual absence of a consumer 

perspective of the experience of settlement is notable. 

One of the most serious research problems with the European experience of settlement is the lack of 

what may be termed good 'before and after' data which focusses on the situation, quality of life and 

skills of homeless people before and after settlement (though EXWOST plans to return to its clients 

to reassess their situation in three years time). Insufficient attention has been given to this problem, 

even though it is a core one for settlement strategies and services. A further, self-imposed problem 

is that it is inherently difficult to devise 'before and after' data measured against a control group 

which has not been resettled. For obvious ethical reasons, it would be undesirable to set up a 

control group which would be denied settlement intervention for the sake of providing a point of 

comparison with a group which benefited from such intervention. 

The only instance of an organization struggling with the research problems surrounding evaluation is 

Victoria, Australia. There, the Supported Assistance Programme not only tackled the settlement of 

homeless people in independent accommodation but set up a number of tests to judge the 

effectiveness of resettlement. Although, strictly speaking, Australia is well outside the terms of 

reference of this report, the experience of this programme is an important one if we are to come to 

terms with the problem of follow-up, monitoring and evaluation. 

Before presenting the outcome of these tests, the end of programme report warned about the 

methodological difficulties of how to judge the 'success' and outcomes of settlement programmes. 

These were (apart from the absence of a control group): 

A programme must make allowances for different skills from one person to another and not 

judge everyone from the same skill base; 

- Any external assessment of post-settlement skills and abilities must be matched by some 

form of self-assessment of those capacities; 

- Improvements in personal ability, skills and confidence may take place some time after 
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resettlement. Measurement immediately on exit from the programme may not provide the 

full picture; 

Assessment must make some attempt to distinguish between the programme's intervention 

and other external forces at work. Not all improvements may be necessarily due to the 

programme itself. 

The Victoria Supported Assistance Programme came to the following conclusions on what could be 

measured as a test of settlement programmes: 

• Did the person move to independent accommodation either during the period of the 

programme, or subsequently? 

• If so, what was the quality of that accommodation? 

• Did the person's income improve? 

• Did the settled person learn about where to get appropriate help? 

• Did he or she get access to training or work; 

• For younger people, did they move to further education or training? 

• Did the settled person's health improve? Was there a reduction in the use of substances or 

medicines? 

These questions have not been asked in Europe yet. Nor is it known if any programmes or proposals 

are under way to plan this form of monitoring or evaluation. The Australian experiment emphasizes 

the importance of settlement strategies laying down mechanisms, procedures and systems for 

evaluation, monitoring and follow-up when these strategies are devised, not afterwards; and that 

information should be collected over a long time scale. 

6.4 SUMMARY 

Three models of settlement strategy are in evidence in Europe: the normalization model, the 

tiered model and the staircase of transition. They provide a useful frame of reference for the 

development of new models of settlement in Dublin. The debate on settlement strategies and 

services, most evident in Germany, may well be worth following as new Irish strategies are devised. 

The European models of settlement have limitations. They do not solve the problem of poverty 

which is at the root of homelessness and will not do so, unless accompanied by additional measures 

of training, work and income support. All depend on the onward availability of accommodation and 

a f low of homeless people through the system. The development of settlement services must not be 

confused wi th settlement strategies. Where services are developed in the absence of governmental 

strategies, the outcome can be extremely frustrating, offering the prospect of final accommodation 

but being unable to deliver it. The development of a settlement strategy is a long-term proposition, 

must be built in to a range of national and local policies and survive short-term political vicissitudes. 
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The development of settlement strategies pose a number of challenges for a settlement strategy in 

Dublin. For government, these are: 

• To devise and lead a strategy on a scale sufficient to be effective and commensurate with 

the scale of the problem of homelessness; 

• To develop a financial package able to support its up-front costs and to reorient funding 

away from shelters and into settlement; 

• To develop mechanisms able to plan, resource and deliver the strategy over time; 

• To agree underlying assumptions about the ability of homeless people to manage their own 

accommodation. This will determine the model of settlement devised; 

• To devise a fair, reasonable partnership between government and voluntary organizations in 

which the latter has carefully defined and specific roles; 

• To put in place mechanisms for the monitoring and evaluation of the strategy. 



A n n e x e : useful contact points 

Belgium European observatory on homelessness 

FEANTSA 

Rue Defacqz 1, B. 1000 Brussels, Belgium 

Tel 322.568.6669, fax 322.569.71 74, e-mail: feantsa@compuserve.com 

Denmark Danish National Institute for Social Research 

Herluf Trolles Gade 11 

DK-1052 Kbenhavn K 

Tel 45 3348 0800, fax 3348 0833 

Finland STAKES, National Research & Development Centre for Welfare & Health 

Siltasaarenkatu 18, Box 220 

00531 Helsinki 

Tel 358.0.3967.2450 

France Federation Nationale des Associations d'Acceuil et de Readaptation Sociale 

Rue du Faubourg St Denis, F 75010 Paris 

Tel 33.1.4523 3909, fax 33.1.4770.2702 

Germany Gesselschaft fur innovative Sozialforschung und Sozialplanung 

Kohlhokerstrafse 22, D 28203 Bremen 

Tel 421.339.8833, fax 421.339.8835, e-mail: giss-bremen@t-online.de 

Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft Wohnungslosenhilfe 

Postfach 1 3 01 48 

D 33544 Bielefeld 

Tel 521.144.3613, e-mail: bagwohnlos@aol.com 

Ambulante Hilfe Hamburg 

Eifflerstra-e 22, D 22769 Hamburg 

Abulante Hilfe e.V. Stuttgart 

Kreuznacherstrafse 41a, D 70372 Stuttgart 

Sweden Department of Sociology, Lund University 

POBox 114, 

S 221 00 Lund 

Tel 46 46 222 0000, fax 46 46-222 4794 

mailto:feantsa@compuserve.com
mailto:giss-bremen@t-online.de
mailto:bagwohnlos@aol.com
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